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JUSTIFICATION BY FAITH AND ELECTION 
IN VIEW OF FAITH. 


In his review of Dr. Pieper’s treatise, “(Conversion and 
Election,” Dr. Keyser,!) of the General Synod, notes as the first 
“serious error” of the book which he reviews that “the Lu- 
theran regulative doctrine,” justification, has been dislocated 
from its dominating position in the body of Lutheran teaching. 
He says: — 

“A serious doctrinal blemish in the book under review is 
this: It puts into a minor place the material, chief, and regu- 
lative principle of the Reformation, namely, justification by 
faith. This was the doctrine which Luther made central and 
pivotal, and by which he judged and decided all other doctrines 
in the Biblical system. He contended ever that justification 

_by faith alone was ‘the sign of a standing or a falling Church.’ 
He would not subordinate this doctrine to any other doctrine, 
or to all other doctrines combined, but judged all by it, and as- 
sembled and coordinated all around it. This is also the view- 
point of the Augustana. To our mind it is the view-point of 
the Formula of Concord. If the eleventh chapter is read and 
studied in the search-light of this cardinal principle, it will be 
much more easily comprehended and evaluated. 


1) Election and Conversion. A frank discussion of Dr. Pieper’s book 
on “Conversion and Election,” with suggestions on Lutheran concord and 
union on another basis. By Leander 8S. Keyser, D. D. Burlington, Towa. 
The German Literary Board. 1914. 184 pages. 75 cts. 
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“But what is the impression made upon one who care- 
fully reads Dr. Pieper’s book? That another doctrine has been 
introduced, not only as the chief one, but also as the regulative 
one; as it were, the major premise. That doctrine is the 
doctrine of the divine decrees, the divine sovereignty, election, 
predestination. This is the beginning and the end, the prin- 
cipal View-point; it controls everything; it never for a moment 
slips out of sight; all other doctrines must take a secondary 
place. Even faith is treated meagerly, is subjected to election, 
is taken quite out of the sphere of freedom, and is so miscon- 
ceived as to be made a mechanical thing; instead of the ethical 
and spiritual act it is always represented to be in the Bible 
and the Lutheran Confessions. According to this dissertation, 
man is not elected in view of the fact that he accepts Christ 
by faith, but he both has faith and is justified because he has 
been elected unto salvation from eternity by a mysterious decree. 
If we mistake not, this is reversing the Lutheran order, making 
divine sovereignty central, and crowding justification by faith 
off to one side. Luther and his colaborers did not begin with 
an insoluble mystery pertaining to the Godhead before the 
world was, but with the plain and simple revelation of Christ 
and His way of justification by faith; and then, if they wanted 
to work back to the mysteries, they would judge them all in 
the light of the simple revelation. It was the Calvinists who 
began with the divina decreta, and made everything else sub- 
servient to God’s absolute sovereignty. We beg pardon for 
having to say it, but just in this one respect the Missouri view- 
point is more like that of the Calvinists and less like that of 
the Lutherans. We hasten to say, however, for fear of mis- 
understanding, that Missouri’s explanation of the doctrine of 
election itself is far from being Calvinistic; is, in fact, anti- 
Calvinistic, as has been shown. 

“Are we not correct in saying that the central and regu- 
lative principle of our Missouri friends is election, not justifi- 
eation by faith? Just note how little faith is discussed in this 
treatise ; how little it is urged; what a small and insignificant 
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place it occupies in comparison with election; how it must 
ever step aside to make room for predestination; how belit- 
tlingly the intwitu fider is represented, as if faith were a matter 
of small importance; note, too, that justification is scarcely 
mentioned in the entire production; and yet with Paul the 
great question was how a man could be accounted righteous 
before God. This is the doctrine, too, that saved Luther and 
made him the Reformer he was; the doctrine to which he always 
gave the primacy in his theological system. Does any one 
suppose that he ever would have made Rome tremble, that he 
ever would have changed the currents of religious and civil 
history, if he had spent much of his time in debating the order 
of God’s decrees in eternity? Indeed, he always deprecated 
controversies on this very subject, as any one may see by read- 
ing the quotations presented in Jacobs’ ‘Summary of the Chris- 
tian Faith’ (pp. 576—580). 

“Perchance the reply will be made that our Missouri 
friends do not mean to neglect or depreciate faith and justifica- 
tion, but that just now the doctrine of election is the one in 
dispute, and for that reason it occupies the foremost place in 
the controversy. That point we might readily admit, if it were 
not for the fact that our Concordia friends deal with every pas- 
sage of Scripture, even the passages that refer to faith and justi- 
fication, from the view-point of election. Note their theological 
method: If faith seems to come in the-way of election, then 
faith must step aside, never election. Thus did not Paul; thus 
did not Luther, who quotes approvingly the salient advice of 
Staupitz: ‘Begin with the wounds of Christ; then all arguing 
concerning Predestination will come to an end’ (Jacobs, ut 
supra, 578). Again in Dr. Pieper’s disposition toward intuitu 
fidei, he seems to treat faith as if it were so insignificant a 
thing that it would be absurd to think that it could in the least 
have affected God’s eternal self-determinations. This surely is 
not the servile place given to faith in John 3, 16; nor in Paul’s 
preaching to the Philippian jailer; nor in Christ’s words when 
He said: ‘Let not your heart be troubled; believe in God, and 
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believe in Me’; nor when He said: ‘As Moses lifted up the | | 


serpent in the wilderness,-even so must the Son of Man be 
lifted up, that whosoever believeth in Hum may have eternal 
life.’”” (pp. 22—25.) 

It has, no doubt, escaped Dr. Keyser that in presenting | 
the general theme of Dr. Pieper’s discourse he has inadvertently © 
changed the position of the two leading terms in the title of 
Dr. Pieper’s treatise. Out of a treatise on “Conversion and 
Election” he has made a treatise on “Election and Conversion.” | 
This inversion would pass for a very trifling matter, were it not | 
for the argument advanced by Dr. Keyser as to the relative - 
importance in the practical work of the Lutheran Church of 
the doctrines of justification and election. Ever since the be- 
ginning of the predestinarian controversy, the Missouri Synod 
has been, partly suspected of, partly charged openly with,” 
starting the salvation of a sinner by teaching him to believe ' 
himself elected unto faith, and everything else would follow 
as a necessary and inevitable consequence from an irresistible 
decree of election. In certain quarters Missouri Lutherans 
were for a time believed to be such thoroughgoing predesti- 
narians that in all their meditations on soteriological subjects 


and in their public ministrations of the saving truth they would |] ! 


instinctively start ab ovo Calvinismi: first, settle the fact of 
your election, then you may proceed to study your vocation, 
regeneration, justification, ete. How much of this view still | 
remains in the minds of our opponents, God only knows. 
Dr. Keyser has most emphatically exonerated Missouri from 
teaching Calvinistic doctrine, and would eventually champion 
the just cause of Missouri against certain misrepresentations. 
But he still scents a Calvinizing tendency in Missouri’s assumed 
emphasis on predestinarian teaching. The very sequence of 
the terms in the inscription of Dr. Pieper’s treatise, and a 
comparison of the space in Dr. Pieper’s book devoted to the 
presentation of controverted points in the doctrine of conversion 
with that allotted to election, should have demonstrated ad oculos 
to him that it is the doctrine of conversion where Missourians 
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have ever believed, and believe now, that the cause of the 
trouble lies. 

No one can intelligently discuss the subject of conversion 
without constantly speaking of faith, viz., the very origin of 
faith; for that is conversion in the strict sense. Dr. Pieper’s 
book is full of this subject, and just because faith is con- 
sidered an item of primary importance and the vital element 
in every presentation of the teaching that saves souls, Dr. Pieper 
earnestly wrestles with every teaching that would destroy the 
pure, heavenly origin of faith in man. 

On the very threshold of the via salutis the theologian 
is confronted with the awful mystery of the primitiae fider, 
the first movements of the divine life in a heart that was dead 
in trespasses and sin. If faith is the determining factor in 
the eternal fate of every man, it is plain that he has served 
the cause of truth most signally who has surrounded the origin 
of faith with the teaching of sola gratia, and has therewith 
placed on the entire element of faith in the business of man’s 
salvation that truly solemn emphasis which God and our Lord 
Jesus Christ have placed on it. Salvation is not by any sort 
of faith, howsoever produced, but solely and alone by that 
faith which is “of the operation of God,” Col. 2, 12, and 
which couples faith and grace, to the exclusion of anything 
that is “of ourselves,” in the same manner as this is done 
in Eph. 2, 8. If faith is thus viewed, we are persuaded that 
Dr. Pieper’s treatise is full, not only of faith, but also of 
the proper, Scriptural emphasis of faith. Dr. Keyser, whose 
sincerity has much impressed us, and of whose honorable mo- 
tives we have no doubt, has been betrayed into an error by 
studying “The Error of Missouri,’ which seems to have been 
his principal, if not sole, source of information on the con- 
troversy between Missouri and her opponents. He does not 
appear to have studied Missouri’s side of the question at first 
hand. This is deplorable, though perhaps easily explained by 
the fact that the literature of Missouri on topics immediately 
involved in, or related to, the predestinarian controversy has 
not been generally accessible. 
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On the very ground of Dr. Keyser’s complaint noted above, 
Dr. Walther spoke out in an article when the controversy was 
but a few months old. Partly because we have nothing better 
to offer, partly because we would like herewith to submit the 


historical evidence that Missouri, from the very incipiency of — 
the strife, was careful to maintain the relative importance of ff 
the doctrine of justification by faith over against the theory | 
of an election in view of faith, we reproduce the article of — 
Dr. Walther: ‘Does the teaching that election did not take — @ tor! 
place in view of faith militate against the doctrine of justifi- 4 | 
cation by faith alone?’ The article was published in the issue _| 


of Lehre und Wehre for December, 1880. 

“Some persons, when hearing or reading that election did 
not take place in view of faith, are fearful that by such teach- 
ing the doctrine of justification by faith alone is placed in the 
background, yea, is even utterly abolished. If this fear were 


well founded, the teaching aforementioned would indeed be the “| 


most horrible error that could be conceived of. For Luther 
is fully justified in writing concerning the doctrine of. justifi- 
cation by faith alone as follows: ‘If we have the correct and 
pure understanding of this article, we have the true, heavenly 
sun; but if we lose it, we have nothing but utter hellish dark- 
ness. Hence, whenever you notice that this article is being 
weakened or overthrown, be not afraid either of Peter or Paul, 
or even of an angel from heaven, but resist them; for you can 
never elevate this article too high or defend it (too strenuously).’ 
(VIII, 1769.) However, just as little as it militates against 
the doctrine of justification by faith alone to teach, e. g., that 
the call of grace is not issued in view of faith, both doctrines 
rather being in the most perfect harmony with one another, 
and the one rather presupposing and confirming the other, just 
as little the doctrine that election did not take place in view 
of faith militates against the doctrine of justification by faith 
alone, and just as surely also these two doctrines are rather in 
the most perfect harmony with one another, and rather pre- 
suppose and confirm one another. 
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“As Christians we must assume this to be a fact even 
a prvorv, because, in the first place, the Holy Scriptures, which 
cannot possibly contradict and militate against themselves, being 
the Word of God, clearly and distinctly teach the doctrine of 
justification by faith alone in innumerable places, but in no 
place an election imtuitu fidei, v. e., in view of faith. True, 
we read: ‘Whom He did foreknow, He also did predestinate, 
Rom. 8, 29; but where do we find written: Whom He did 
foreknow as believers unto the end, He also did predestinate ¢ 
And what creature in heaven or on earth has a right to add 
anything to the words of the Holy Spirit? True, it is written: 
‘To the strangers scattered throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappa- 
docia, Asia, and Bithynia, elect according to the foreknowledge 
of God the Father,’ 1 Pet. 1, 1. 2; but where do we find 
written: according to the foreknowledge of their faith? And 
who would dare be so bold as to complement from his own 
reason the words of the Holy Spirit which he assumes to be 
incomplete? True, it is written: ‘According as He hath chosen 
us in Him, év abtm, Eph. 1, 4; but where do we find written: 
According as He hath chosen us as persons being in Him, 
tov¢ év abtm ovtac? And who would dare to surreptitiously 
place these few words from his own fancy into the statement 
of the Holy Ghost, and take the Holy Ghost to school like 
an ignorant pupil who did not know how to express what He 
wanted to express ?— However, some one rejoins, Is it not 
clearly written: ‘We are bound to give thanks alway to God 
for you, brethren beloved of the Lord, because God hath from 
the beginning chosen you to salvation through sanctification of 
the Spirit and belief of the truth (@v dycaop@ mvebpatog xal 
ntatee ddydecac)? 2 Thess. 2, 18. Yes, indeed. But where 
do we find written: God hath chosen you as persons who, ac- 
cording to His foresight, would stand, or be, in the sanctifica- 
tion of the Spirit and in the belief of the truth? Where do we 
find the terms dvrac, which would necessarily have to be sup- 
plied if the phrase é¢y dycacp@ xt. is not to be connected with 
the verb efdato, but with budc, which would be far removed 
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from this qualifier (6vtac) and separated from it by the words 
0 Bed¢ ax’ dpyic etc awtyptav? And who would arrogate to 
himself the authority to supplement the statement of the Holy 
Ghost and to supply what in his opinion is lacking in that 
statement? However, to conclude, some one objects: Does not 
James state expressly: ‘Hath not God chosen the poor of this 
world rich im faith, and heirs of the kingdom which He hath 
promised to them that love Him? James 2, 5. Without ques- 
tion, he does. But does James in this passage indicate by a 
single word that God has elected the believing poor in view 
of their faith? Who will undertake to put this patch of com- 
ment on the cloak of James’s words? For what other con- 
clusion can be drawn from these words except this one, that in- 
deed no person is elect who does not believe unto the end, and 
that only such as believe unto the end can be elect ?— Unques- 
tionably, then, the phrase intuitu fider has not been taken from 
Scripture, but has been carried into Scripture, contrary to 
the highest principle in hermeneutics, vzz., contrary to the rule: 
Sensus non est inferendus, sed efferendus. (Pfeifferi Thesaur. 
hermeneut., p. 148.) And thus Luther, too, writes: ‘It is not 
presenting Christian teaching when I carry a meaning into 
Scripture and wrest Scripture accordingly, but rather when I 
have first the clear Scripture, and then order my thought ac- 
cordingly.’ (XIX, 1603 f. Comp. V, 641.) 

“Agreeably to Holy Scripture the pure Confessions of our 
orthodox Church present the doctrine of the justification of a 
poor sinner before God by faith alone as purely and clearly 
as the confessions of no other Church; however, regarding an 
election in view of faith not a word is said in them, but they 
teach the exact opposite. Our precious Confessions— as has 
been previously shown in this periodical —not only render the 
Scriptural term zpogyvw, Rom. 8, 29, by the German ‘versehen,’ 
and the Latin ‘praedestinavit,’ p. 709, § 27, and thus reject 
most plainly that interpretation which makes the foreknowledge 
of faith a cause or basis for the election of grace, but, on the 
contrary, the Confessions teach explicitly that the ‘election of 


oH that 0 


im Gd. 


promot 
and thy 
instead 


hig mt 


wily,’ 


that in 
A of 


| [cere 


" 


AND ELECTION IN VIEW OF FAITH. 137 


God ... is also... a cause which procures, works, helps, and 
promotes our salvation, and what pertains thereto, p- 705, § 8, 
and thus manifestly declare that election is the cause of faith, 
instead of faith being the cause of election. Whoever denies 
this must deny at the same time that faith, and faith princi- 
pally, ‘pertains’ to a person’s obtaining salvation. Add to this, 
that our Confessions teach that God has ‘ordained (decrevit) 
that in the way just mentioned He would by His grace, gifts, 
and efficacy bring the elect thereto (salutis aeternae participes 
facere = make them participants of eternal salvation), and 
aid, promote, strengthen, and preserve them.’ (p. 708, § 23.) 
However, ‘the way just mentioned, as appears from the words 
immediately preceding, is none other than this, that God de- 
sires to bring the elect to faith and keep them in faith,’ ete. 
(Comp. p. 708, §§ 16—22.) Accordingly, Calvinists, while dis- 
covering in the teaching of the Form of Concord on the election 
of grace many points which they had to condemn, have praised 
the Form of Concord for this very thing, viz., that it main- 
tained the principle: ‘God has not foreseen in us any cause 
?2) On the other hand, the synergistic Philippists 
have reprobated this teaching of the Form of Concord as Cal- 
vinistic. In a letter dated March 16, 1580, Matthias Berg, 
rector of a school in Brunswick, having repented of subscrib- 
ing to the Form of Concord chiefly because of the doctrines of 
predestination and of free will contained in that confession, 
communicated to the synergistic Philippist Marcus Mening, of 
Bremen, his intention to cancel his signature. Of course, 


of election. 


2) “These words are from the notorious reply to the Form of Concord 
which was published in 1581 by the author of the Heidelberg Catechism, 
Zechariah Ursinus, and inscribed: ‘De libro Concordiae, quem vocant, Ad- 
monitio christiana.’? On p. 332 the author says: ‘Retinent illa funda- 
menta, quod nullam causam electionis Deus in nobis praeviderit.’ Hence 
it is easily explained why just this teaching was not defended against 
the Calvinists by Kirchner, Selneccer, and Chemnitz in their ‘Apology’ 
of the Book of Concord. The reason was simply this, because this teach- 
ing had not been attacked, but praised by the Calvinists, hence a defense 
of the same was superfluous.” 
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Mening in his reply, which he dispatched in the same month, 
highly praised Berg’s action, objured him not to waver in his 
purpose, and, amongst other things, wrote: ‘As regards free 
will and the eternal predestination of God, we agree entirely 
with the opinion of Dr. Philip, of blessed memory, nor will 
you go astray if you simply follow the same. For these state- 
ments of the Form of Concord: In his conversion man is purely 
passive, resists, and acts hostilely, ete., have, according to my 
knowledge, never (!) been heard in the Church prior to the 
days of Flacius; moreover, this view is utterly foreign to Holy 
Writ, impious, and unsupported by the authority of the holy 
fathers. Nor can I approve of the monstrous talk of those 
who do not blush to claim that God has in eternity elected only 
a few persons to everlasting life, and that by reason of this 
election not a single one of the number of the elect can or may 
be lost, while God has ordained the rest of the human race 
unto eternal damnation, and by reason of this same predesti- 
nation the rest of mankind neither can nor shall be saved.’ *) 
Like Mening, all synergistic Philippists were dissatisfied with 
the doctrine of the gracious election as presented by the Form 
of Concord. They all held that, if the Form of Concord ad- 
mitted that final wnbelief is the cause of reprobation, it must 


8) “Mening is insincere in his statement that the Form of Concord, . 
by declaring that the eternal election is a cause of salvation, teaches 
that election is also a cause of damnation. (Comp. Ph. Jul. Rechtmeyer, 
Church History of the City of Brunswick. Brunswick 1707. Part III, 
pp. 500—503. Appendix, p. 350 f.) Here we are informed that, after 
receiving Mening’s letter, Berg indeed submitted his revocation of his 
signature to the Form of Concord, but withdrew the-same after earnest 
deliberations with his immediate ecclesiastical superior, Chemnitz, and 
publicly did penance at the church for having caused disturbance among 
the people. He also signed an official document in which he renounced, 
in very determined language, all fraternal connection with the syner- 
gistic Philippist Mening. It is to be regretted that later Berg fell away 
from the true teaching again and was deposed, whereupon he went to 
Altorf, where he was soon created professor, and died in 1592. Comp. 
Unschuld. Nachrr. 1728, pp. 216—226. 337—346, where an account of the 
transactions with Berg is given by Chemnitz.” 
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also admit that facth is the cause of election; if, however, the 
Form of Concord denied the latter teaching and posited the 
cause of election only in the merey of God and the merit of 
Christ, admitting no cause in man, it could not escape the ab- 
solute decree of reprobation taught by Calvinists. It is well 
known that the theologians of the duchy of Anhalt, with Amling 
at their head, belonged to the synergistic Philippists. Accord- 


ingly, Prince Joachim Ernst of Anhalt, among others —as we 
learn from Frank—wrote to Landgrave William of Hesse 
about the ‘Torgish Book’*) in a letter dated April 7, 1577, as 
follows: ‘All who oppose this (synergistic) doctrine of his, 
and from a few ill-understood chapters in dogmaties have thought 
out for themselves a predestination that is unknown, must admit 
that the cause of reprobation is sim and contempt of the Word 
of God.) Tenee they must also concede the necessary infer- 
ence ®) that, on the other hand, those who accept grace are the 
elect, and not those who have grace poured into them as into 
empty jars, without experiencing any emotion and without their 
assent; *) for this sort of enthusiasm is contrary to the analogy 
of Holy Writ and entails endless absurdities.’®) Further on 
the Prince writes: ‘Now we cannot discover in the Torgau 
Book that a proper distinction is made, and that with the same 
degree of thoroughness; for we find in the Book this statement: 
To any person whom God desires to be saved He gives grace 
that he may believe; let them tell us why God does not grant 
this grace to all.) (See, Die Theologie der Concordienf. TV, 
135., 267.) 


4) “This, as all know, is the last of the treatises from which, after 
slight changes, the Form of Concord in the form in which we now have it 
originated.” 

5) Quod causa rejectionis sit peccatum et contemtus verbi. 

6) Consequentiam necessario. 

7) Quod e regione acceptantes gratiam sint electi. 

8) Tanquam in vacuos ureeolos sine omni motu et assensu eorum in- 
fundatur gratia, 

9) Infinita absurda, 

10) Respondeant isti, cur non omnibus hoc praestet., ' 
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“As regards the authors and defenders of the Form of 
Concord, and Luther, whom the Form of Concord (p. 655, § 41) 
introduces as ‘the most distinguished teacher of the churches 
which confess the Augsburg Confession,’ we have in a former 
issue of this periodical shown that, although these men strenu- 
ously urge the article with which the Church either stands or 
falls, viz., the article of justification by faith, the doctrine of 
election in view of faith is foreign to all of them. We ask per- 
mission, first, as regards Chemnitz, to insert here a remark of 
Prof. Frank. After calling attention to the difficulty which 
arises when the Form of Concord teaches the assurance of sal- 
vation and at the same time admits that there are time-believers, 
Frank proceeds to say: ‘It seems that the theological device, 
so popular at a later tume, of a foreseen faith in connection 
with the teaching of an antecedent and consequent will of God 
will not avail, because, on the one hand, faith itself is to be 
regarded as an effect of grace (p. 718, § 69),—and that, in 
this wise, that before they existed and had done anything good, 
before the foundation of the world, the elect were chosen unto 
salvation according to the purpose of God by grace in Christ, 
—and ‘because, on the other hand, our confession nowhere 
makes use of this device. For, in his “Enchiridion,” the ques- 
tion whether the election of God does take place in time, when 
men repent and believe, or whether it has taken place in 
consideration of their foreseen godliness, is thus answered by 
Chemnitz: Election does not follow after our faith and right- 
eousness, but goes before, being a cause of all these things; 
the election of grace is a cause of all that pertains to salva- 
tion. This statement Chemnitz makes notwithstanding in his 
sermon on predestination, in conformity with the distinction 
he has made between predestination and prescience, he makes 
the decree of the reprobation of unbelievers to depend on God’s 
foreseeing their unbelief.’ (Theol. der Concordf. IV, 226 f.) 
True, an argument has been attempted on the ground that 
Chemnitz has formulated the question in the ‘Enchiridion’ thus: 
Does the election of God not take place except in time (aller- 
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erst in der Zeit), after men repent and believe? Or has it 
taken place in consideration of their foreseen godliness? It 
has been claimed accordingly that in his answer Chemnitz only 
states that faith follows election in point of tume, and hence, 
election precedes faith only in point of tome. However, the 
answer shows incontrovertibly that Chemnitz is speaking, not 
only of a sequence and precedence in point of time, but of a 
logical sequence and precedence which expresses the relation 
of cause and effect. For, while the answer begins with these 
words: ‘St. Paul says, Eph. 1: ‘“‘We are chosen in Christ 
before the foundation of the world’; and 2° Tim. 1: “He 
hath saved us and called us, not according to our works, but 
according to His purpose and grace which was given us in 
Christ Jesus before the world began,”’ Chemnitz proceeds thus: 
‘Hence atso the election of God does not follow after our faith 
and righteousness, but goes before, as a cause of all these 
things; for whom He has predestinated and chosen, them He 
has also called and justified, Rom. 8. And Eph. 1 Paul 
does not say that we were chosen because we were holy, or 
would be holy, but he says: We have been chosen that we 
might be holy; for the election of grace is a cause of all 
that pertains to salvation, as Paul says: ‘‘We have obtained 
an inheritance, being predestinated according to the purpose 
of Him who worketh all things after the counsel of His own 
will, that we should be to the praise of His glory; and accord- 
ing to that operation we believe,” ete. This election has not 
taken place in consideration of (respectu) our present or 
future works, but according to God’s purpose and grace, Rom. 9; 
2 Tim. 1.’ There is, accordingly, no doubt, and only blind- 
ness or bias can deny, that in Chemnitz’ view election is a 
cause of faith, and also in this sense something that precedes : 
faith, and faith is not a cause of election, nor election some- 
thing which logically follows after faith. Besides, Chemnitz 
speaks of this matter as of a truth that was generally ac- 
cepted in his time; accordingly, he cites this truth as proof 
that the election cannot take place ‘in time.’ For if election 
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precedes faith as its cause, it is impossible that it should take 
place ‘in time,’ and follow ‘in time,’ after faith has been 
wrought. Hence, of that theory which was introduced later, 
and first adopted by Aegidius Hunnwus, that election has taken 
place in view of faith, Chemnitz knew nothing, and did. not 
care to know anything. 

“As regards Luther, the most powerful champion of jus- 
tification by faith alone since the days of the apostles and 
prophets, no one, we think, will claim that he taught that 
election flows from foreseen faith. To increase the evidence 
already at hand, we should like to add here a testimony of 
Luther from the year 1538. On the words of the Lord: ‘Ye 
have not chosen me, but I have chosen you, and ordained 
you, that you should go and bring forth fruit, John 15, 16, 
Luther comments as follows: ‘Here He explains Himself how 
He wishes to be understood when He said: “Henceforth I 
call you not servants, but my friends,” ete. This friendship, 
He says, that I call you my friends, you have not attained 
by yourselves, but it has come to you because I have. first 
chosen you by my suffering and death to be my friends, and 
acknowledge you as my friends. Therefore, you may not boast 
that you had deserved this of me and were worthy of it. To 
sum up, by my choosing and accepting you, you are called 
friends, while in your own condition you would be nothing 
but enemies who know nothing either of me or of God. Now, 
however, you are friends solely for this reason because I have 
conceived such love for you and cherished such faithful in- 
tentions concerning you as to redeem you and place you in 
the life everlasting. And for this same reason you are also’ 
to remain my friends and enjoy my friendship in eternity, 
provided only that you show that I have not thus cherished 
you in vain. Thus He repeats and explains what this friend- 
ship is. In the world this thing is done differently: one 
person calls another his friend when he believes him well- 
disposed and expects to be benefited by him. He does not 
consider that person a friend who has not endeared himself 
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to him, and who cannot give, aid, or benefit him aught. How- 
ever, in this instance people are called friends who have never 
shown Christ a favor, yea, who have never known Him, but 
are poor, miserable sinners, yea, enemies of God, whose sins 
and death He Himself has assumed, ete. 

“<“Thus there is here cut off and reprobated every auda- 
cious attempt which the false saimts make against God when 
they presume to accomplish and merit this much, that they 
will reconcile God and make Him their friend. For what 
else are such people doing than starting their own election 
and wanting to be beforehand in it? Their merit is to go 
before, and God’s grace is to come trotting after. God is 
not to be the one who chooses us, but we want to seek Him 
and make Him our friend, in order that we may boast that 
we have conferred a favor on Him. That is the way the 
whole world acts, Jewish, Turkish, and Papistic saints: they 
all presume God’s grace by their previous works. But it is 
written: “Ye have not chosen me,” etc., that is, you are my 
friends, not for your sakes, but for mine. For if you were 
my friends for your sakes, I should have to regard your merit. 
But now you are my friends solely by and through me, because 
I draw you to me and give you all that I have, despite your 
work and merit and that of the whole world. For I have 
not suffered myself to be found by you, but I have had to 
go in search of you and bring myself to you when you were 
far from me, and strangers to the knowledge of God, and 
were buried in error and damnation like the rest. However, 
now that I am come and have ealled you out of darkness 
before you asked me or had done aught to deserve my calling 
you, you are my friends, with this understanding that you 
receive blessings from me, and know that you have received 
everything gratis, from sheer mercy.’ (VIIT, 560 f.)!) 


11) “Gerhard offers this comment on John 15, 16: ‘Some think that 
Christ in this place speaks of an election in time by which the apostles 
were called not only into the fellowship of the Church, but to the highest 
grade of the church-office. .. . Others, again, hold that Christ is here 
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“Tt is established, then, that the doctrine that election has 
not taken place in view of faith cannot in any possible way 
militate against the doctrine of justification by faith alone. 
We are forced to assume this fact even a priori, because Scrip- 
ture and, agreeably thereto, the confession of the orthodox 
Church, as well as the authors, and those whom the Church 
summoned to defend this confession, have with such force urged 
the doctrine of justification by faith alone, but have utterly 
declined an election in view of faith, and rather teach the 
contrary. 

“However, we can easily prove our claim also a posteriort. 

“When a person reads the Holy Scriptures and discovers 
that the doctrine of justification by faith in Christ alone, like 
a golden thread, runs through the entire Scriptures, and 
represents their marrow and essence, and is then informed 
that election unto eternal salvation has not taken place in view 
of faith, he can indeed, upon a superficial consideration of 
both these operations of God and upon omitting carefully to 
compare both, easily conceive the idea that by this teaching 
regarding election the doctrine of justification is pushed into 
the background, if not entirely abolished. However, this thought 
can only arise during a superficial study and inaccurate com- 


speaking of the eternal election, that is, of that election by which the 
apostles were chosen unto eternal salvation.’ After Gerhard has enu- 
merated the reasons which are adduced for the one and for the other 
view, he proceeds thus: ‘However, these two interpretations are not con- 
trary, but subordinate to one another. For in either of these two ways 
Christ has manifested His love of the apostles, not only by calling them 
in time into the communion of the Church and into the apostolate, but 
also by choosing them in eternity unto everlasting salvation. Each of 
these elections is by grace (gratuita), each of them was made through 
Christ, Eph. 1, 4; 4, 11; each of them is for the purpose that the elect 
may bring fruit, and that their fruit may abide. Hence, both interpreta- 
tions can very well be harmonized. “Ye have not chosen me, but I have 
chosen you unto fellowship with the Church, unto apostleship, and, unto 
salvation,” “and I have ordained you that you may go and bring fruit,” 
both by your private practice of godliness and by your public preaching 
of the Gospel, “and that your fruit may abide.”’ (Harmonia Hvangeli- 
starum ad John 15, 16, chap. 177. Ed. Roterodam., fol. 1022.)” ~ 
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parison of both doctrines, namely, when the doctrine that the 
elect have not been chosen unto salvation in view of faith is, 
by an act of thoughtlessness, regarded as tantamount to teach- 
ing that the elect have been chosen to be saved without faith. 
By this latter teaching the doctrine of justification would in- 
deed be, not only pushed into the background, but altogether 
abolished, yea, by such teaching the entire Gospel, the entire 
Christian religion would be destroyed. However, the doctrine 
that election did not take place in view of faith, far from 
trenching on the doctrine of justification by faith alone, rather 
confirms that doctrine most gloriously. For the very men who, 
with our Confessions, with Luther, Rhegius, Chemnitz, Kirch- 
ner, and others, deny that election has taken place in view 
of faith, teach with all the more firmness that the elect have 
by grace alone and for the ‘sake of the most holy merit of 
Christ been chosen and ordained from eternity unto justifica- 
tion and salvation by faith alone. Accordingly, the doctrine 
of justification by faith alone, far from being excluded, or 
encroached upon, or pushed into the background by the afore- 
mentioned doctrine of election, is rather drawn fully into the 
light by that doctrine. The very heart of the doctrine of a 
poor sinner’s justification in the sight of God is this fact, 
that we are made righteous by grace, for Christ’s sake, through 
faith alone, and that, not of ourselves, for it is the gift of 
God, not of works, lest any man should boast. Rom. 3, 24. 25; 
Eph. 2, 8. 9. Hence, this fact that justification is by faith 
alone is not the only point where a person’s orthodoxy in his 
teaching concerning justification must be tested; for this is 
taught also by the Socinians who hide their miserable doctrine 
of human merit beneath these beautiful terms; for they under- 
stand by faith nothing but the obedience which men have to 
render to the commandments of Christ. Only that doctrine 
of justification by faith alone is correct which teaches at the 
same time that man is made righteous by grace, and that 
faith, too, 1s not of man, not his work, not the product of his 
decision, or of his non-resistance, but a gift of God, without 
10 
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the cooperation of man, so that in regard to his faith man 
has nothing whereof to boast, all boasting on the part of man 
is excluded, Rom. 3, 27, and all glory in this matter is for 
God alone. The reason why a person is justified by facth 
alone is not, because the merit of Christ is not fully sufficient 


for this purpose and man must do something at least towards | 
it, but man can be justified before God only by grace. Thus © 


the apostle writes distinctly: “Therefore it is of faith, that it 


might be by grace, Rom. 4, 16. The perniciousness of the | 
trick which the sects and many so-called Lutherans are working _ |} 
upon men by their teaching of justification by faith, is beyond — | 


utterance. Again and again they talk about faith; there is 
no lack of this among them. But if one pays close attention 
to their whole. manner of teaching, one soon perceives that by 


faith they understand all sorts of men’s work and men’s qual- | 
ity, and by their teaching regarding faith they destroy farth, | 
they rob Christ of the honor that it is He alone who makes 
men righteous and saves them, and give this honor to men. / 
This caused Luther to write: ‘No false Christian nor sectarian | 
can understand this doctrine. Much less will he preach it ~ 
aright and profess it; though he may employ (correct) words |: 
and repeat them (after the Scriptures), he does not adhere | 
to them and suffer them to retain their pure meaning. He |] 


always preaches nv such a manner that you are wmpressed he 


has not the right understanding. Still he glosses vt over with | 


his balderdash, thus robbing Christ of His honor and attribut- 
ing it to himself. Hence, ruis alone is most certainly the 
work of a true Christian: praising and preaching Christ m 
such a manner that the people learn THAT THEY ARE NOTHING, 
AND Onrist 1s ALL.’ (Ad Matt. 5,16. VII, 623.) This, and 
nothing else, is what those who teach that God has not chosen 
His elect in view of faith will not suffer to be taken from 


them or to be perverted in any manner; this teaching they | 


mean to hold fast and preserve faithfully. They do not want 
to rest satisfied with the appearance that they are teaching 
justification by faith alone, and hence, by grace alone, but 
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they mean to apply this very teaching with the utmost serious- 
ness, by teaching at the same time that the elect have not been 
chosen by God on account of their foreseen faith, but that the 
elect have to thank, not themselves, but a gracious decree of 
God in Christ, for their perseverance in faith unto death. 
These very men teach with great seriousness that man is saved 
by faith alone. They testify to all who are not believers, but 
reject the Gospel ‘through unbelief, that they are sacrilegious 
dupes of the devil, if in their terrible state they would take 
comfort from their election, and say: If I am elected, I shall 
be saved, no matter how wickedly I live; if I am not elected, 
I shall be lost, though I work out ever so earnestly my own 
salvation. These men testify with a loud voice that without 
faith it is impossible to please God, that the election of grace 
affords comfort only to believers, and that no one has been 
chosen unto salvation without being chosen and ordained at the 
same time to all ‘that pertains thereto,’ hence, to repentance, 
justification by faith, conversion, sanctification, fighting the 
good fight, perseverance under the cross, and steadfastness unto 
the end., (F. C., p. 705, § 8; p. 708, § 23.) No doctrine, 
therefore, can more excite men to fidelity in faith and godli- 
ness than this doctrine of the election of grace; no doctrine can 
affix a stronger seal to the doctririe of justification. For this 
reason our Confession expressly testifies regarding this doc- 
trine: ‘It establishes very effectually the article that we are 
justified and saved without all works and merits of ours, purely 
out of grace, alone for Christ’s sake. For before the ages of 
the world, before we were born, yea, before the foundation of 
the world was laid, when we mdeed could do nothing good, we 
were, according to G'od’s purpose, chosen out of grace to salva- 
tion, Rom. 9, 11;!) 2 Tim. 1, 9.13) All opinions and erroneous 
12) “For the children being not yet born, neither having done any 
good or evil, that the purpose of God according to election might stand, 
not of works, but of Him that calleth, it was said unto her, The elder 

shall serve the younger.” 
13) “Who hath saved us, and called us with an holy calling, not ac- 


cording to our works, but according to His own purpose and grace, which 
was given us in Christ Jesus before the world began.” 
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doctrines concerning the powers of our natural will are thereby 
overthrown, because God in His counsel, before the ages of 
the world, decided and ordained (decreverit atque ordinarit) 
that He Himself, by the power of His Holy Ghost, would 


produce, and work in us, through the Word, everything that 


pertains to our conversion.’ (F. C. p. 718, §§ 43. 44.) 


“But, some one objects, If you are really in such great | 
earnest to hold fast the doctrine of justification by faith alone, — 
why do you refuse to grant that election has taken place solely | 
Pm comect 


in view of faith? We reply: We refuse to do this for this very _| 


reason, because we wish to preserve the doctrine of justifica- Qo 
FU tif 


tion by faith alone. We ask, Why is it that faith justifies? 
Is it because a person cannot be justified by grace alone? or 
because man must do something toward his justification, be 


it ever so little? or because faith is the condition which must - 
necessarily be fulfilled on the part of man, hence, is such a | 
glorious feat or virtue of man that without it God cannot — 
regard a person as righteous, nor declare him righteous, and | 
that, although by itself faith would not be sufficient, still God, | 


from goodness and grace, will regard it as a sufficient accom- | 5 
plishment on the part of man, and credit man with it? Never. © | OM 
The reason is this: because, in the first place, righteousness fj" 
and salvation has already been acquired for all men; because, _ | [les n 


in the second place, God has deposited these highest treasures jf *! 


for all men in His Word, namely, in the audible and the ~ 


visible Word, and wishes to offer, give, and seal these highest 
treasures to all men only by means of the audible and visible 
Word; and hence, because, in the third place, faith is the 
only means for obtaining the blessings promised in the Word. 
Hence the Apology of the Augsburg Confession declares: ‘Re- 
mission of sins is something promised for Christ’s sake. There- 
fore, it cannot be received except by faith alone. For the 
promise cannot be received except by faith alone. Rom. 4, 16: 
“Therefore it is of faith, that it might be by grace, to the 
end that the promise might be sure.”’ (p. 102, § 84.) 

“Now, according to this statement faith cannot hold the 
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same relation to election that it does to justification. For 
election is not, like the righteousness of Christ, something that 
has been acquired and les ready for all men, and which all 
men must apprehend, appropriate, and become partakers of 
by faith. On the contrary, according to Seripture, election 
is a decree which relates only to few, if these are compared 
with the reprobate; for ‘many are called,’ says the Lord, ‘but 
few are chosen.’ Accordingly, Sebastian Schmidt says quite 
correctly: “Nor does faith apprehend the blessing of predesti- 
nation in the same manner as it apprehends the blessing of 
justification, ete., viz., in order that the believer may appro- 
priate predestination just as by faith he apprehends his justzfi- 
cation; but from his predestination he draws comfort and 
strength for his faith, and is enabled to say with the apostle: 
“Tf God be for us, who can be against us?’’ (Aphoris. theol., 
p. 295.) What, then, can be the sense of the statement 
that election has taken place solely in view of faith? Since 
faith does not apprehend election as it does justification; since 
faith, in the business of election, is not, like in the business 
of justification, the receiving organ or the hand which appro- 
priates an election that has been acquired for all men and 
lies ready for all men; since faith cannot make out of an ob- 
jective and universal election a subjective and personal election, 
just as it makes out of the objective and universal justification 


4) cannot, I say, make an election 


a subjective and personal one, 

14) “Musaeus reports that Aegidius Hunnius had claimed faith to be 
the cause of predestination. When several Lutheran theologians objected 
to this teaching, claiming that in that case faith would have to be some- 
thing meritorious, Aegidius Hunnius declared that he had meant to say 
that faith is the instrumental cause of election, just as of justification. 
However, Musaeus adds that even this statement is difficult to grasp 
(‘etwas hart laute’), and that Huber and Tossanus had interpreted this 
statement to mean that, according to Hunnius, our faith ‘apprehends our 
predestination.’ For this reason other Lutheran theologians ‘hesitated 
to adopt? this terminology. (See Calov’s Hist. syncretismi, pp. 1041 to 
1046.)” 

15) “To teach a twofold election, an objective and a subjective one, 
ts Huberianism.” 
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that is available for all to beeome the actual election of an 


Soba aysgadhd 


individual, just as it causes the justification which has been 


acquired for all, and is available for all: —+what, then, must 


be the office and nature of faith in the decree of election, if : | 


election is to have taken place only im view of faith? No 


<oncithie 


other view remains but this, that faith is a condition, to be ‘Tl | 
fulfilled by man, upon which, hence, a work on account of © 


which he alone was elected.!®) In other words, faith which 
precedes subjective justification is necessary only in so far as 


it apprehends and appropriates the bonwm justificum, the merit — 
of Christ and the objective justification, which has been acquired — 


for all men. Now, faith does not apprehend and appropriate 


the election of grace as a universal blessing. Hence, while faith | 


is ever so necessary for subjective justification and salvation, — 
it is not necessary as something that must precede electron. — 
Again, in so far as faith does not apprehend the objective jus- — 


tification which has been acquired for all men, with a view | 
of appropriating it, but represents a quality in man, it is a ~ 
good work which does not justify. Now, faith does not appre- | 


hend an objective election that has been acquired for all men, |§ 


in order to make it its own. Hence, if faith must necessarily _| 


precede election, it must do so as a necessary quality in man, as_ | 


a good work. And thus, by the teaching that election unto 


salvation has taken place m view of facth, if it is consistently | 


applied, the entire doctrine of justification by faith alone as 
the receiving organ is overthrown. It is, therefore, in vain 
for those who wish to hold fast the teaching of ‘in view of 
faith’ at any price to try to repel the charge that in synergistic- 
pelagian fashion they are destroying the teaching of ‘by grace 
alone’ and are forced to ascribe to man a cooperation in his 
own salvation, by appealing to the fact that according to Scrip- 


16) “Hence, Selneccer, one of the authors of the Form of Concord, 
returns to the question: ‘Is foreseen faith the cause of election?’ this 
answer: ‘If foreseen faith were our achievement, our quality and virtue, 
the question would be admissible.’ (See the complete answer in Lehre 
und Wehre, 1880, p. 69.)” 
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ture faith is necessary also for justification, and that, as some- 
thing that precedes justification, and yet by such teaching 
justification by grace alone is not destroyed, nor is there a 
cooperation of man toward his justification and salvation de- 
clared by such teaching. For this whole argument rests on a 
misconception: on the identification of the relation of faith 
to election with the relation of faith to justification, while in 
truth the relation of faith to the one act of God is entirely 
different from its relation to the other. As regards justification, 
faith is merely the receiving organ, while in its relation to 
election faith cannot be the receiving organ, hence must be 
necessary on the part of man as a quality, act, work, or achieve- 
ment, and, on the part of God, as the cause moving Him to 
elect. It is useless in this matter to appeal to great men, for 
‘men of high degree are a lie,’ Ps. 62, 10, and cannot change 
the laws of logic, though we do not deny that a certain error 
may necessarily result from a certain assertion, and yet the 
person making the assertion may be far from actually cherish- 
ing the error. 

“How now? some one may object, is faith, then, to be en- 
tirely excluded from the decree of election? Does it not follow 
by necessity from your teaching that God may also have elected 
a person who remains an unbeliever?— We reply: Far from 
it. We, too, believe, teach, and confess that God has elected 
no one who does not become a believer and does not abide in 
faith unto the end. True, we do not teach, and in obedience 
to the Scriptures arfl Confessions we cannot teach, that God 
has elected any person in view of faith. But we teach, and are 
forced by the Scriptures and Confessions to teach, that God 
has chosen His elect, not only to save them, but also to save 
By faith alone, and for this very reason He has chosen them 
with a view to create and preserve faith in them by the means 
of grace. We are well aware, and we believe and quite readily 
admit, that the merit of Christ does not justify nor save a 
person, unless the person apprehends the merit of Christ by 
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faith.) But any person who denies that the merit of Christ 
can be a cause why God gives saving faith to one is forced to 
deny likewise, either that God gives saving faith to any one, 
or to claim that God gives this faith only to such as have merited 
this gift of Him, or that man creates his own faith. Finally, 
we admit with all our heart that God is willing to give faith 
to all men, and that faith is not obtained only by those who 
maliciously and obstinately resist the operations of grace. 
Nevertheless, we maintain on the ground of God’s Word and 
the Confessions that faith is a gift of God, without the co- 
operation of man, as the Form of Concord distinctly states 
when it says: “Trahit Deus hominem, quem convertere de- 
crevit.’ (p. 603, § 60.) 

“However, some one objects, is it not an incontrovertible 
principle that whatever God does in time, and in whatever 
manner He does it, that He has decreed to do, and in that 
exact manner He has decreed to do it, in eternity? No doubt, 
this is correct. But if our objector proceeds to argue: Now, 
God justifies and saves in time only such a person as believes 
with his heart and abides in faith unto the end, must not God, 
then, have chosen the elect in view of faith? We reply: By 
no means. Why? Simply because God does not graciously 
justify and save a person in time im view of his faith, but by 
his faith as the only receiving organ. In like manner a charit- 
ably disposed rich man from his goodness makes a poor man 
rich and happy, not in view of, but by the latter’s acceptance 
of, the rich man’s gift. Hence, the assertion that God must 
in eternity have elected persons to justification and salvation 
only in view of their faith, because He justifies and saves them 
in time only in view of their faith, is plainly a begging of the 
question; for it is an attempt to use that as a proof which 
remains to be proved. The correct conclusion on the basis of 
the aforementioned postulate would rather be this: Since God 


17) “It is self-evident that we reprobate the statement that the merit 
of Christ is of no use to a person without faith.” 


’ 
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in time justifies and saves men solely by grace, for the sake of 
the merit of Christ through faith, God must in eternity have 
decreed to justify and save men solely by grace, for the sake 
of the merit of Christ, through faith. And this is indeed un- 
questionably true. 
~ “Again, some one objects, if we teach that predestination 
did not take place in view of faith, hence that men were elected 
by the mercy of God alone and for the sake of Christ’s merit, 
and not on account of anything that God foresaw in man, — 
do we not land in absolute predestination? Since we have 
already replied to this objection in the October issue of this 
periodical, we beg leave to refer to that article now. We would 
only urge two additional points. The first is this: The cry: 
That is absolute predestination! always makes a strong im- 
pression on the minds of well-disposed people who are not sharp 
thinkers. However, let those who, by raising this ery, seek 
to put the pure teaching of the Bible under suspicion beware 
lest. they practice the cunning of the Calvinists who had first, 
in an arbitrary manner, given a definition of the term ‘sacra- 
ment,’ and then proceeded, on the basis of this arbitrary defi- 
nition, to fight the doctrine of Scripture and of universal 
Christendom regarding Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. — The 
second point that we wish to urge is this: When infants, despite 
the fact that God gives them their faith while they are, as it 
were, sleeping, are not saved by virtue of an absolute decree, 
it is foolish that God does this in the case of adults because to 
them, too, God gives faith without their cooperation. If one 
were to contend that infants dying soon after being baptized 
are saved indeed by reason of their absolute predestination, but 
not adults, it would be still more foolish to see a danger to the 
universal gracious will of God in a universal, but not in a 
particular predestination that is presumably absolute, and hence 
to reject the latter. 
“Tn conclusion, some one may object: Do not nearly all 
the dogmaticians of our Church since the days of Aegidius 
Hunnius teach an election imtuitu fider? — Lack of space for- 
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bids us at present to exhaustively state our opinion on this 
matter, and we reserve to do this in a later article.) However, 
even now we should like to recall two facts that have a bearing 
on this matter: one is the old, tried, and true saying: “Duo 
cum dicunt idem, non est idem’; the other is the word of the | 
Lord: ‘One is your master, even Christ.’ And the latter state- 


ment surely applies not only to the living, but also to those |. 


already departed.” ) 


In the same year in which the above article was written, _ 


Dr. Walther read the doctrinal paper, and led the doctrinal _ E 
discussion, at the convention of the Western District (Walther’s — : 
District) of the Missouri Synod. The paper had grown out | 
of just such charges as Dr. Keyser has raised against Dr. Pie- 
per’s book. It is apologetic from beginning to end. Walther’s | 
Fourth Thesis reads: ‘That doctrine of election (that election - | 
is a cause of salvation, hence of faith, and that it is not uni- | 
versal but particular) does not obscure nor weaken, but rather | 


illumines and confirms, the doctrine of justification and salva- | 


tion by faith alone. 


Walther starts his elaboration of this thesis with an appeal © li 
to these words of the Form of Concord: “The mystery of pre- | 


destination revealed to us in God’s Word .. . is a very useful, 
salutary, consolatory doctrine; for zt establishes very effectually | 
the article that we are justified and saved without all works 
and merits of ours, purely out of grace, alone for Christ’s sake.” 
(p. 718, § 48.) Next, he cites Luther’s comment on Matt. 
5, 16: “To rightly teach and confess Christ is not possible 
without faith. As St. Paul says, 1 Cor. 12, 3: ‘No man can 


18) Walther had, however, when hd wrote this, issued a series of 
dogmatico-historical articles on the relation of faith to election. (L. u. W. 
1880, pp. 42. 65. 97. 129. 161.) He has offered further information on 
this subject in the series of articles entitled: “The Synergistic-Pelagian 
Doctrine of Election.” (L. wu. W. 1881, pp. 161. 225. 289. 353, 401.) . 

19) Along the same lines, and very much in the same terms, Walther 
argues a year later that there is no conflict between teaching justifica- 
tion by, and election unto, faith, nor that the latter doctrine overshadows 
in importance the former. (See L. u. W. 1881, pp. 354 ff.) 


t 
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say that Jesus is the Lord but by the Holy Ghost.’ For 
no false Christian nor sectarian can understand this doc- 
trine,” ete.) And now Walther proceeds to say: “This is of 
the highest importance. Yea, all depends on our preaching in 
such a manner that our hearers may learn that they are naught 
and can accomplish nothing, while Christ is all and does every- 
thing. This is the grand summation, the pure and true teach- 
ing of justification and salvation alone by grace, through faith 
in Jesus Christ. Whoever propounds justification in such a 
manner as to lead men to trust in their own work, miserably 
perverts this doctrine, and has, spite of all his talk about faith 
and divine grace, taken the kernel out of the saving doctrine. 

“Tt is just the most zealous preachers who err in this re- 
spect. Fearful lest their parishioners be lost, they are deter- 
mined by all means to prevent their hearers from becoming 
secure, from getting into the false notions begotten of mere 
intellectual belief. Accordingly, they surround divine grace 
with so many provisos and conceal the Lord Jesus from poor 
sinners to such a degree that the latter never attain to grace 
and cannot behold the Lord Jesus in all His glory. The 
preacher has succeeded in filling his people with fear and 
anxiety as to whether they can be saved, and put them into 
a state of perpetual doubt, but they are not joyful and zealous 
unto good works because they are never assured of their state 
of grace and salvation. For if a person does not know that 
God already has opened heaven and given everlasting life to 
him, he will never be zealous unto all good works, but will 
all his life remain a wretched slave to the Law. Only oc- 
casionally a so-called good work can be wrung from him, while 
we demand anything from a person who knows: Heaven is 
mine, the Lord Jesus is mine, I may die any moment and 
be saved! and he will do it, if he is aware that love demands. 
that he do it. 

“Why is it that just in our Synod there is such willing- 


20) See this citation on p. 146. 
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ness to help persons in distress? There is no end of begging 
letters. Often we are greatly perplexed whether to lay them 
before our congregations. We imagine our people will grow 
angry at us because of this incessant begging. Lo, and be- 
hold! we have hardly related the case and there is a shower 
of charity-gifts descending. The reason is, because God has 
given us the grace to zealously urge and eloquently proclaim, 
though in much weakness, the pure doctrine of justification 
by grace through faith in Jesus Christ. True, we have made 
but a feeble beginning in this. If Luther had one reason for 
declaring that he had only had a slight foretaste of this doc- 
trine, there are a thousand reasons why we should say the 
same. However, this dictum of Luther: So preach that people 
‘learn that they are naught and Christ is all, is a veritable 
beacon light to us. 

“In order, then, to teach the doctrine of election correctly, 
I must teach it so as to harmonize it with the aforementioned 
saying of Luther. The doctrine of election becomes false as 
soon as something is ascribed to man that has caused God 
to elect him. Care is indeed taken nowadays not to ascribe 
to man some work of merit; for the doctrine of salvation by 
works has become too malodorous. But it is false, too, to repre- 
sent man’s faith as a cause moving God to elect a person. 

“No, till our dying day we shall gladly confess: There is 
nothing in man that has caused God to save him, but the only 
thing that has moved Him to do this is His own grace and 
the merit of Christ. On the other hand, we are just as de- 
cided in professing that whoever is lost must not blame God, 
but himself.” 

The next remark of Walther [differentiates most clearly 
and emphatically between the fundamental character and the 
central position in the body of Christian teaching, of the doom 
of election and that of justification. 

“Tt is a horrible misrepresentation of our teaching to say: 
The Missourians have begun to push the doctrine of justification 
in the background, behind election. The truth is that it is a 


, 
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rare occurrence among us to hear a sermon on election. Justly 
so; for election is not a doctrine that should be urged with 
such emphasis as other doctrines. It is not for the purpose 
of laying a foundation, but a doctrine that conveys a special 
comfort to us after we have been started on our way to heaven. 
Just those points, moreover, in which the doctrine of election 
coincides with the doctrine of justification are to us the most 
precious, comforting, and endearing points. It is these points 
that we urge every time we speak of election. We say to 
our hearers: Dear people, you wish to be saved. Do not 
despair; God asks nothing of you. He deals with you only 
by His grace. Come, ye that thirst, and drink; come, ye 
that hunger, and eat. Do not offer money; you are to be saved 
without money and without price. Salvation in Christ Jesus 
is for the whole world. Do not, like the men of this world, 
pass by this salvation; do not follow after the lusts of the 
world, but do as the children of God have ever done: believe! 
You will not have your finger rapped if you reach for the 
grace offered you. That is what false prophets are doing; it 
is a characteristic of theirs to hear them say to those hungering 


for grace: This, that, and the other thing must first take place 


in your heart before you will be in a condition to lay hold 
of grace. Fact is, that any person who knows that he will 
be lost because of his sins is in a proper condition to lay 
hold of the grace offered him by the Gospel. We say to such 
a person: You cannot be too forward in laying hold of grace.” 

After citing the statement in the Form-of Concord to 
which reference has been made several times in this article 
(p. 718, §43), Walther closes his remarks on his thesis as 
follows: “There is no doctrine of Holy Writ which more con- 
firms, illumines, and explains to us the doctrine of justifica- - 
tion than the doctrine of election. For if it is true that 
those who are saved have in eternity been appointed to sal- 
vation, and that God has at the same time ordained that He 
will convert them, bring them to faith, and keep them in faith 
unto the end, despite the fact that He has beheld naught that 
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is good in them,—dis there anything that can serve more 
strongly to confirm the doctrine of justification than the above 
teaching? For if God has decreed in eternity that we shall 
be saved, He must have acted from His own free grace, and 


we have no reason for boasting and saying: Ah! but I have |}, 
been at considerable expense in getting to heaven. No! [the , 
opposite is true:] we have caused the Lord labor, and He — 


has had to bear the expense of our salvation, by causing the 


blood of the Son of God to be shed for us. To Him we — 


must ascribe all honor, all glory.” 7) 


In his annotated edition of Baier’s Compend of Positwe 


Theology, which was published in 1879, and for several genera- 
tions was the text-book in dogmatics at Concordia Seminary, 
Walther has explained the relative importance of the doctrines 
of justification and election, and their relation to one another, 


in the same manner as in the articles which we have repro- 
duced.”) 


In Dr. Keyser’s treatise we have been struck at: several 
places with expressions of evident candor. Moreover, the first 
exception which Dr. Keyser registers against Dr. Pieper’s book 
is of such nature that it must, prima facie, appeal to every 
Lutheran. It reveals a sound Lutheran sensorium as regards 
the cardinal doctrine of the Christian religion. 

We believe that Dr. Keyser’s exception is utterly miscon- 
ceived, and from a careful reexamination of Dr. Pieper’s book, 
with a view to discover the possible cause for Dr. Keyser’s 
exception, we are prepared to say that Dr. Keyser has been 
led to a hasty and sweeping statement by a rather superficial 
examination of what Dr. Pieper says regarding faith, its origin, 
and its overshadowing importance at every point of the saving 


21) Report of the 23d Convention of the Western District at Concor- 
dia, Mo., Oct. 13—19, 1880; pp. 63—65. 

22) See Prolegomena, §§ 30—33, on “articuli fundamentales primarii 
et secundarii,” pp. 52—64; “de justificatione,” Illa, §1, pp. 240—246; 
“de praedestinatione,” IIIb, §1, pp. 531—535. 
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doctrine. A second and third perusal of what is offered in 
Dr. Pieper’s treatise, and a study of what Missourians have 
said elsewhere regarding justification ever since the predesti- 
narian controversy began, we are fain to believe, would lead 
to a revision of Dr. Keyser’s opinion. We should rejoice ex- 
eeedingly if this charge, so often refuted by our side in the 
past, would be withdrawn with the same frankness that marks 
other utterances in Dr. Keyser’s book. 

We are persuaded, however, that, while this exception 
stands first in Dr. Keyser’s critique, and is, by itself, of the 
greatest import, it does not express the chief trouble that 
Dr. Keyser has found with the book which he has reviewed. 
We wish to take up his other exceptions in our next issue, 
and, if possible, disabuse Dr. Keyser’s mind of certain views 
regarding free will. 1b 


THE EUCHARISTIC INTERPRETATION OF JOHN 6. 
the 

The discourse, or dispute, of our Lord on the Bread of 
Life, which begins at the twenty-sixth and ends at the seven- 
tieth verse of the sixth chapter of John, is to-day as much 
contested ground between the two Protestant bodies which trace 
their origin to the Reformation in the sixteenth century as it 
was four hundred years ago. The question in controversy is, 
whether the remarks of our Lord which John records as hav- 
ing been uttered in the synagogue at Capernaum after the 
feeding of the five thousand, or any part of those remarks, 
contain any intended reference to the sacrament of the Lord’s 
Supper; in other words, whether the Lord has in these remarks 
conveyed any intelligence how He regards the eucharistic 
elements and the sacramental action of partaking of those 
elements. This question has been, and still is, negatived by 
the Lutherans, affirmed by the Reformed. 

Some enthusiastic defenders of the eucharistic interpreta- 
tion of John 6 have carried the eucharistic idea even into the 


160 THE EUCHARISTIC INTERPRETATION OF JOHN 6. 


narrative in vv. 1—15. They place the event there recounted 
after the death of John the Baptist, and connect with it as a 
cause the retirement of the Lord to Bethsaida Julias. “The 
death of the renowned forerunner, of the idol of the mul- 
titude, brought vividly to the mind of the Lord His own death | 
—the foreseen sacrifice of Himself. The conviction that He ~ 
must give Himself to a violent death, give His flesh to the . 
hungry and starving multitude, made the decadence of His ~ 


popularity in Galilee a certain consequence of any right appre- |] 
hension of His mission or claims. This mastery over the powers | 


of nature which His compassion for others prevailed on Him — 
to manifest would be misunderstood. The moral and mystic | 
meaning of it was far more important than the superficial 
inferences drawn by the Galileans. The real lesson of the 
miracle would grievously offend them. But it sank deeply into - 
the apostolic mind.”!) Similarly Geikie speaks of “the pros- — 
pect of the cross” being before the mind of the Lord as He i 
crossed the lake, and of the Lord’s unexpressed wish to be | 
regarded as the Bread of Life while feeding the multitude.*) ; 

This thought is speculative, and puts a studied design into — 
a perfectly natural act of helpfulness which our Lord was ob- | 
served to have performed by the disciple who had understood — 
Him best. The transition from the banquet in the wilder- 
ness to the controversy of Capernaum is given quite naturally 
by John. While all the acts of Jesus were by His omniscience 
certainly present to Him before their performance, we have 
no right to assume design in His acts where no design has 
been expressed. If this attempted connection between the 
miracle and the discourse on the day after is not for the pur- 
pose of obtaining a hint at least, or a foreshadowing, of one 
of the earthly elements of the sacrament, even the friends of 
the eucharistic interpretation of the argument of the Lord in 
the synagogue at Capernaum might discard it as useless. 


1) Dr. Reynolds, in Pulpit Commentary, ad locum. 
2) Life of Christ, chap. 43. 
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In their presentation of the doctrine of Scripture on what 
constitutes the sacrament of the eucharist and the eucharistic, 
or sacramental, eating and drinking, the confessional writings 
of the Lutheran Church are singularly free from references 
to John 6. There are no such references in Luther’s cate- 
chisms. While their absence in these writings might be ex- 
plained by the fact that the difference in the doctrine of the 
sacrament between the Lutherans and the Reformed had not 
become public and pronounced until the fall of 1528, no such 
explanation for the absence of references to John 6 will avail 
for the respective articles of the Augsburg Confession of 1530 
and of the Form of Concord of 1580. The latter document 
cites vv. 49—58 and v. 51 in the chapter on the Person of 
Christ as proof-texts for the redemptive work of Christ.*) Only 
in chap. 12, Art. 24, of the Apology we find John 6, 35 cited 
against the Roman mass and the opus operatum teaching of 
the papists. “This passage,” Melanchthon wrote, “‘testifies that 
in the sacrament the remission of sins is offered; it also tes- 
tifies that this ought to be received in faith.”*) But even 
here the reference is merely to the salutary use, not to the 
essence of the sacrament, or the character of the sacramental 


eating and drinking. 

Luther himself has at no time during his career as an 
expounder of Scripture discovered any trace of the sacrament 
in John 6, though, when setting forth faith as of paramount 
necessity for receiving the benefits which divine grace has stored 
in the sacrament, he has not hesitated to cite texts from the 
discourse on the Bread of Life.) 


3) Jacobs’ edit., pp. 635. 654. 4) p. 274. 

5) In his Operationes in Psalmos, one of his earliest products (1519 
to 1521), Luther refers to John 6, 53, thus: “Weshalb eine harte Rede? 
Weil dieses Fleisch essen und dieses Blut trinken heisst, Christo durch 
den Glauben einverleibt werden und teilnehmen an seinem Leiden.” (IV, 
359.) In his Church Postil, where Luther, more than in any other of his 
writings, indulges a tendency to allegorizing, we might expect eucharistic 
interpretations of John 6. Moreover, at this time (1521—24) Luther had 
not as thoroughly broken in every point of doctrine with the exegetical 

fa 
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On the other hand, the confessional writings of the Re-— 
formed churches and the writings of Reformed dogmaticians 


and dogmatical thought of Rome as later, and Rome, indeed, treats John 6 
as eucharistic, and defends its practice of child communion from this 
passage. But even in his Church Postil Luther speaks out strongly 
against the eucharistic acceptation of John 6. To quote a few of his say- — 
ings: “Darum habe ich gesagt, dass man diese Worte nicht zwingen soll H 
auf das Sakrament des Altars; denn wer es dahin deutet, der tut dem : 


Evangelium Gewalt. Es ist in diesem Evangelium kein Buchstabe, der — j 


da des Sakramentes des Altars gewaelmete.” (XI, 1143.) “So wir dies 
Evangelium von dem Brot des Altars verstehen wollen, wie denn unsere 4 

Papisten getan haben, und dies Fest [Corpus Christi] damit eingesetzt, 7 
so geben wir den Boehmen das Schwert in die Haende, dass sie uns durch i 
die Koepfe hauen. Denn sie schliessen stark wider uns aus diesem Evan- - 
gelio und ganzen Kapitel, dass wir beide Gestalt geniessen und brauchen — 
sollen. ... So zwingt der Text, dass es von einem andern Hssen muesse 
verstanden werden. ... Das Essen und Trinken ist nichts anders denn glau- 
ben an den Herrn Christum.” (XI, 2249; cf. 2253.) “Das Essen und Trinken | 
ist nichts anders denn glauben, dass Er, Gottes Sohn, wahrhaftig Fleisch © 
und Blut habe.” (XII, 228.) In his Exposition of Exodus (1524—26) : 
he cites John 6, 35, and says: “Daselbst hast du auch das geistliche Essen — 
des Herzens.” (III, 853.) Those exegetes who favor the eucharistic in-~ 
terpretation of John 6, and nonchalantly substitute for the “flesh” of John 6 — 
the “body” of the words of institution, might appeal to Luther’s remark — 
in his “Bondage of the Will” (December, 1525): “In dieser Stelle koennte — 
man Leib anstatt Fleisch sagen.” (XVIII, 1877.) Luther refers to v. 63: _ 
“The flesh profiteth nothing.” But Luther does not speak of the flesh of : 
Christ. Compare, moreover, Luther’s remark in his treatise, “That These — 
Words Still Remain Unshaken,”-ete. (April, 1527): “Fleisch kann nicht — 
von Christi Leib verstanden werden.” (XX, 840.) From the series of — 
sermons on the sixth, seventh, and eighth chapters of John which Luther ~ 
preached in Bugenhagen’s pulpit in Wittenberg in 1530 
latter’s absence at Luebeck, we quote a few statements: ‘“Wird also be- — 
schlossen, dass er allhier in diesem Kapitel vom geistlichen Essen redet. 


32 during the = § ; . 


Denn also legt er’s selber aus vom Durst und Hunger, der die Seele be- | 


langt.” (VII, 2239.) “Daher erhebt sich denn ein Murren, dass sie fra- 
gen: Wie kann man dein Fleisch essen?, Da ist der Sache also geraten, — 
naemlich, dass er redet vom geistlichen Fleisch und vom geistlichen — 


Essen. Der Glaube ist’s, der ihn isset, wie er sich denn selber auslegt.” — | 


(2321 f.) “Es sind verdrehte und verbluemte Reden, und heisst hier — 
‘essen’ eine goettliche Niessung und Essen.” (2322.) “Dies Kapitel redet — 
nichts von sacramentis.” (2325.) And in his Table Talk Luther is re- — 
ported to -have replied to a certain question as follows: “Der Spruch | 
Joh. 6, 53 gehoeret nicht zum Sakrament, sondern zum Glauben.” (XXII, © 
592.) 
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are full of references to John 6 as of eucharistic import. Shedd 
quotes the Westminster Confession (X XIX, VII) as teaching 
“that ‘the worthy receiver spiritually receives and feeds upon 
Christ crucified,’ and denies that he ‘carnally and corporally 
receives or feeds upon Him.’” To this statement Shedd adds 
the following comment: “The points in this statement are: 
(a) The believer, in worthily partaking of the Lord’s Supper, 
consciously and confidently relies upon Christ’s atoning sacri- 
fice for the remission of his sins. This is meant by the phrase, 
‘Feed upon Christ crucified.’ The allusion is to Christ’s words 
56. The flesh and blood of Christ signify the 
expiatory death of Christ. To ‘drink Christ’s blood’ is to trust 


in John 6, 53 


in Christ’s atonement in a vital manner, and with a_ vivid 
fecling of its expiatory efficacy.”°) It should be noted that 
Shedd does not say, nor does he claim that the Westminster 
Confession says, that the eucharistic eating and drinking of 
the body and blood of Christ are taught in John 6. What he 
declares, and what his standard church symbol declares, is, 
that the only possible eating and drinking of the body and 
blood of Christ which a Reformed can conceive is that taught 
in John 6. In other words, Shedd and the Westminster Con- 
fession would agree with the Lutherans in understanding eat- 
ing and drinking in John 6 as an act of faith; both accept 
the spiritual signification of these terms. They would disagree 
in their application of this text to the eucharist. 

In his Fidei Ratio, addressed to Charles V, Zwingli denies 
what “the papists, and some wlio are looking back to the flesh- 
pots of Egypt, maintain, viz.: Quod ore nostro naturale 
Christi corpus edatur,” and he states his reason thus: “Christ 
Himself showed (the error of this belief) when to the Jews, 
who were quarreling about the corporal eating of His flesh, He 
said: The flesh profiteth nothing, namely, as regards natural 
eating; however, it profiteth very much as regards spiritual 


6) Dogmatic Theol. II, 565. 
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eating; for it gives life.’") In his Christianae Fidei Brevis 
et Clara Expositio, addressed to King Francis of France, 
Zwingli has an elaborate treatise on “Praesentia Corporis 
Christi in Coena.” ®) He does not cite John 6 in this treatise, 
but his whole presentation of the distinction between “spiritua- 


liter edere” and “sacramentaliter edere” rests on his under- | 


standing John 6 in the eucharistic sense.®) 


7) Niemeyer, Coll. Confess. in Eccles. Reformatt. publicatarum. Lips. 4 Die L 


1840, pp. 27. 29. 
8) 1. ¢., pp. 44—50. 


9) Zwingli’s view of John 6 reappears in varying forms in the con- : 
fessional writings of the Reformed churches published after Zwingli. In - 
the Basiliensis Prior Confessio Fidei, which Hagenbach ascribes to Oeco- — | 


lampad and assigns to A. D. 1530, we read: “. . . in des Herren Nacht- 
mal, in dem vns, mit des Herren brot vnd tranck, sampt den worten des 
Nachtmals, der war lyb, vnd das war blut CHRISTI, durch den diener 


der Kylehen fuerbildet vnd angebotten wuerdet, blybt brot vnd win. Ein © |¥ 
starck glichs wider den fyand der warheit. Joan.6. Dann es ye ein © 
geistliche spiss ist, darumb sy von der gloubigen Sel muss genossen wer- ~ 
den.” (1. ¢, p. 81.) In the Latin treatise, in the chapter “De sacrae | 
coenae communione,” the statement: “Credimus firmiter, ipsummet Chri- — 
stum* cibum esse credentium, animarum ad vitam aeternam,”. is estab- — 


lished from John 6, 35. 47. 48. 50. 51. 53. 54. 55. 56. 57. 58. (1. c., p. 95.) 


In the Helvetica prior, which was published about the time of the Wit- — 
tenberg Concordia, when strong hopes began to be entertained for a union — 
between the Lutherans and the Reformed everywhere, the chapter in- | 
scribed “Eucharistia” states: “Coenam vero mysticam, in qua dominus — 


corpus et sanguinem suum, id est, seipsum, suis vere ad hoc offerat, ut 
magis magisque in illis vivat, et illi in ipso. Non quod pani et vino cor- 


pus et sanguis domini vel naturaliter uniantur: vel hie localiter inclu- | 


dantur, vel ulla hue carnali praesentia statuantur. Sed quod panis et 
vinum ex institutione symbola sint, quibus ab ipso domino per ecclesiae 
ministerium vera corporis et sanguinis eius communicatio, non in peri- 
turum ventris cibum, sed in aeternae vitae alimoniam exhibeatur.” And 
the proofs cited are Matt. 26, John 6 and 14, 1 Cor. 10, all of which texts 
are thus treated as sacramental texts on a par the one with the other. 
(l. ¢, p. 121.) The Confession de Foy (Confessio Gallicana), of 1561, 
expresses itself with some reservation on “la sainte Céne (qui est le second 
Sacrement),” but also cites John 6, 56. 57, for the following statement: 
“Jesus Christ . . . nous repaist et nourrit vrayement de sa chair et de son 
sang, 4 ce que nous soyons un avec luy, et que sa vie nous soit commune.” 
(l. ¢., p. 325.) The First Scotch Confession, of 1568, teaches correctly 
that the bread and wine in the sacrament are the communion of the body 
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Modern Reformed dogmaticians occasionally seem to sur- 
render John 6 as a eucharistic text. Van Oosterzee says: “The 
literal conception of the words of the Lord’s Supper appears 
at once impossible, if for a moment we occupy the place and 
feeling of those in whose presence it was ordained by Jesus. 
The appeal to John 6, 48—58 is of as little force, since there 
the Lord spoke indeed of His flesh and blood, but certainly 
not of His body, or of the blood of the New Covenant; and 
the Lord’s Supper is here as little alluded to as, e. g., in John 
4, 13. 14 or 15, 1—8.” But practically this author is forced 
to fall back on John 6 to explain the eating and drinking which 
occurs in the Lord’s Supper, because He says: “If the body 
of Christ, as Luther declared even in 1534, is really ‘eaten 
and bitten by the teeth,’ the question of the Jews at Caper- 
naum, ‘How can this man give us His flesh to eat? becomes 
in fact a very natural question.” 1°) Hodge enumerates “the 
passages of Scripture directly (!) referring to the sacrament,” 
and omits from his catalogue John 6, but when he discusses 
“mandueation,”’ he operates with John 6, 53—58, puts himself 
on the basis of the Zurich, Helvetic, and Belgie Confessions, 
adopts Calvin’s theory of the believing communicants being 
engrafted by the Spirit into the body of Christ, and says, 
evidently with approval: ‘The Reformed understood that ‘eat- 
ing and drinking,’ as used in John 6, 51—58, must be under- 
stood ‘figuratively of the spiritual appropriation of Christ by 
faith’ because our Lord makes such eating and drinking essen- 


and blood of Christ, incorrectly, that the latter are received by believers 


‘who are thereby rendered immortal, “quod sicut aeterna deitas carni 


Jesu Christi vitam et immortalitatem tribuit, ita etiam caro et sanguis 
eius, dum a nobis editur et bibitur, easdem nobis praerogativas confert,” 
but does not refer to John 6. (l. ¢., p. 353.) — The eucharistic view of 
John 6 appears in the Heidelberg Catechism, of 1563 (1. ¢., p. 411), in the 
Helvetica posterior, of 1566 (l. c., p. 519); and, omitting the Reformed 
“confessiones secundi ordinis,” we might note, from the Puritan Confes- 
sions, besides that cited by Shedd, the Larger Catechism, of 1650, which 
proves that communicants “Christum per fidem pascere,” from John 6, 35. 
(l. c., Appendix, p. 90.) 
10) Christian Dogmatics II, 764 f. 
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tial to salvation.”’ Hodge correctly claims to be in harmony 


with Lutherans in this view of John 6. But Hodge knows . 


of no other eating and drinking of the body and blood of Christ 
than that which he has explained from John 6; for in the 
next paragraph he declares: “To receive the body and blood 


as offered in the sacrament, or in the Word, (1!) is to receive | 


and appropriate the sacrificial virtue or effects of the death 
of Christ on the cross.” 

A study of the Lord’s discourse on the Bread of Life is 
necessary in order to determine the admissibility of employing 
any remark of the Lord in this discourse for determining 
eucharistic phenomena, D. 

(To be concluded.) 


CHRISTIAN SCIENCE. 


“In the Vatican palace at Rome, on the 20th of July, 1903, an old 
man died. For twenty-five years he had dwelt there in self-impgsed im- 
prisonment under the assumed name of Leo XII. For twenty-five years 
he had posed as the vicegerent of Christ, the suecessor of St. Poter, the 
visible head of the Church on earth, the infallible teacher of all Christen- 
dom, none of which he had really been, nor could have been, for a single 
hour. For twenty-five years he had grossly defamed and vyilely  be- 
smirched the greater and better part of all Christendom, condemned and 
impugned the most cherished liberties of churches and nations as at 
variance with justice and reason, falsely scored against the wonderful 
work of God to which we chiefly owe those liberties the most monstrous 
abominations, and openly and secretly, and not without suecess, endeav- 
ored the restoration of the most outrageous tyranny the world has seen, 
and of which millions were freed by that same wonderful work of God.” 

(In Memoriam Leonis XIII, Turon. Quarrerty VII, 4, 229. 
A. @raebner.) 


What Dr. A. Graebner wrote in the TuxonoaicaL Quanr- 
TERLY in 1903 we can apply to a recent happening: — 

Ina beautiful residence at Chestnut Hill, a Boston suburb, 
on December 3, 1910, an old woman died. For some time she 


had almost entirely withdrawn from any public appearances, 


11) Systematic Theology TU, 611, 648 ff. 
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save for her daily drives, For thirty-two years she had posed 
as a prophet directly inspired by God, as a prophet having 
received revelations from God, as the visible head of the church 
on earth, the infallible teacher of all Christendom, none of 
which she had really been, nor could have been for a single 
hour, For thirty-two years she had condemned the most cher- 
ished doctrines of the Christian Church and set up human 
reason as superior to the wisdom of God, and openly and 
secretly, and not without success, endeavored the establishment 
of an absolute tyranny over thousands of people. 


CHRISTIAN SCIENCE. 

I. Lt makes use of a natural law and builds upon it a 
religion; this natural law i puts into activity by pan- 
theism and the demal of the eastence of matter. 

IL. Vhis religion is not a Christian religion and therefore 
not a saving religion. 


i. 

The natural law by which Christian Science cures is clearly 
defined in a book by Ralph Waldo Trine: “In Tune with the 
Infinite,” pp. 42—44. 

Let us recognize at the outset that, so far as the physical 
life is concerned, all life is from within out. There is an im- 
mutable law which says: ‘‘As within, so without; cause, effect.” 
In other words, the thought forees, the various mental states, 
and the emotions, all have in time their effeets upon the phys- 
ical body. 

Some one says: “I hear a great deal said to-day in regard 
to the effects of the mind upon the body, but I don’t know that 
I place much confidence in this.” Don’t you? Some one 
brings you sudden news. You grow pale, tremble, or perhaps 
you fall into a faint. It is, however, through the channel of 
your mind that the news is imparted to you. <A friend says 
something to you, perhaps at the table, something that seems 
very unkind. You are hurt by it, as we say. You have been 
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enjoying your dinner, but from this moment your appetite is 


gone. But what was said entered into and affected you through 
the channel of your mind. 

Look! Yonder goes a young man, dragging his feet, stum- 
bling over the slightest obstruction in the path. Why is it? 
Simply because he is weak-minded, an idiot. In other words, 
a falling state of mind is productive of a falling condition of 
the body. To be sure-minded is to be sure-footed. To be un- 
certain in mind is to be uncertain in step. 


Again, a sudden emergency arises. You stand trembling ~ 
fo) ? to) 


and weak with fear. Why are you powerless to move? Why 


do you tremble? And yet you believe that the mind has but — 


little influence upon the body. You are a moment dominated 
by a fit of anger. For a few hours afterwards you complain 
of a violent headache. And still you do not seem to realize 
that the thoughts and emotions have an effect upon the body. 
Fear and worry have the effect of closing up the channels of 
the body, so that the life-forces flow in a slow and sluggish 


manner. Hope and tranquillity open the channels of the body, © 
so that the life-forces go bounding through it in such a way ~ 


that disease can rarely get a foothold. 


Dr. F. A. Kraft, present health commissioner of Milwau- 
kee, writes in a pamphlet entitled “Christian Science and the ] 


Medical Profession” (pp. 13. 14) :— 

“One great trouble lies in the sad fact that so many phy- 
sicians are the victims of ‘Dolarites.’ They do not see the noble 
mission of their profession and are only desirous of making 


money. Dishonest and unscientific physicians have done a 4} 


great deal to help the growth of Eddyism. Blindfolded by 
the desire of making money, they resort to surgery in such 
cases where it is absolutely unnecessary to use the knife. If 
one complains of an abdominal ache, the case is immediately 
called appendicitis, the modern medical fad—if the suffering 
party has money, he is sent to the hospital to be operated; has 
he no money —a good cathartic will do the work. The hasty 
surgeon, the poor diagnostieian, the physician who does not 


Abend ereurdaseee 


iptv DBE 


1/65 eatin 


pret pereer 


eee 


atudy 
ton, t 
conti 
ing, 


of the 


due t 
povert 
quent 
study 
Tuagnt 
to shi 


create 


| Suen 


desir 
them 


have 


| be i 


heale 


treet 


Reve 


CHRISTIAN SCIENCE. 169 


study human nature, or has a very limited and narrow educa- 
_tion, the advertising quack and the patent medicine cult, are 
continually doing their best to discredit the noble ‘Art of Heal- 
ing,’ and they contribute the giant share to shake the confidence 
of the people, who, in turn, will give Christian Science a trial. 

“More than fifty per cent. of so-called diseases are only 
due to family trouble, worry, fear, dishonesty, jealousy, and 
poverty, and all kinds of ridiculous imaginations most fre- 
quently found among the rich and the idlers. Physicians must 
study such cases, and they should use all personal ability and 
magnetism to show the sufferer his faults as well as his ability 
to shake off unnecessary worry and such troubles which are 
created by the influences of the mind upon the body. Christian 
Scientists are continually fishing for such cases—not with the 
desire to cure, but to get as much money as possible and bring 
them under the Eddy banner. They know that if they once 
have such cases under their mesmeric influence, the subjects will 
be powerless instruments in the hands of Christian Science 
healers.” 

Rey. William Edward Biederwolf, D. D., writes in his 
tract, “Christian Science Tested by Philosophy, Medicine, and 
Revelation” (pp. 47—49) :— 

“Paralysis of energy and disaster to health must neces- 
sarily result from profound disturbance caused by fear and 
anger and undue excitement and even continued anxiety and 
worry, and, on the other hand, the corresponding beneficial 
effect of calmness and confidence and trustfulness and expec- 
tancy. Now how is expectancy and the accompanying calmness 
of mind reached? Simply by that form of faith which is an 
assent of the mind, a firm and earnest belief that mounts up 
to radiant expectancy, and let the belief be in a person, a thing, 
or a theory, as in Christian Science, and its physiological effect 
will be the same. With a high faith that such a remedy will 
cure, expectancy mounts up, while fear and foreboding flee 
away, the mind becomes calm and confident, and the conse- 
quent quiet and normal operations of the vital processes are 
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resumed. This is the first step, now what next? Simply that 


under such conditions the vis medicatrix, nature or the curative 
power of nature, which constantly tends toward health, works 
toward that end when unhindered and undisturbed, and the 
patient recovers. Disease is not natural, it is unnatural, and 
nature is its chief restorer, and, after all, in any disease the 
best that any surgeon who ever set a broken bone, or any phy- 
sician who ever administered a healing drug, if he did, the 
best that either did was simply to assist the recuperative power 
of nature. It can therefore be said that Christian Science is 
grounded upon a true and important principle, the principle 
of mind influencing matter. There is no reason why any person 
believing that the mind influences the body should not be a 
member of any Christian Chureh, but Mrs. Eddy has sur- 
rounded this truth of the influence of the mind on the body 
with vain philosophizing and theological speculations which are 
destructive of much that is essential to the Christian faith.” 
(pp. 15. 16.) 

In her aim to have the mind influence the body Mrs. Eddy 
wants the people to believe in pantheism, in the philosophy 
that “all is God.” God being good, and all being God, all 
must be good and cannot be weak and sick. Furthermore, be- 
cause all is God and God is a spirit, therefore, all that we call 
matter and the ailments of matter must be an illusion. If a 
person believes that he is a part of God, his mind will be eased, 
because God is good, and, therefore, he, being a part of God, 
must also be good. Such belief, because it eases the mind, will 
influence the welfare of the body. | And again, if a person 
believes that matter is non-existent and an illusion, then that 
will again make him think less of his bodily pain or even per- 
suade him that he has no bodily pain; for if there is no 
material body, there cannot be any bodily pain. 

In the same way the “prayers” of Christian Scientists help. 
God surely does not hear their prayers, for they are not asked 
in the name of Jesus, His Son, they are not asked in the name 
of Jesus, the Savior from sin. But people trust in the good 
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effect of the prayers offered for them by Christian Scientists, 
and thus the mind is put in a cheerful and hopeful frame, and 
this influences the welfare of the body. Their prayers are only 
again one link in the chain of the effort to put the natural law 


into action, that the mind influences the body. 


. 


This leads us to the second part of our lecture: Christian 
Science is not a Christian religion and, therefore, not a saving 


‘religion. 


In 1 Tim. 6, 20 the Apostle Paul warns Timothy, his 
scholar and assistant, against the Gnostics, the Christian Scien- 
tists of the second century. The Gnostics did not wish to be 
looked upon as enemies of Christianity; on the contrary, they 
demanded recognition from the Christians; they claimed to pos- 
sess a perfect and refined and by some certain truths enriched 
Christianity; they used the Bible to prove their doctrines, yet 
changed truth into error by wrong interpretation and explana- 
tion and by fictitious revelations. What was the gain of such 


‘as taught these doctrines? They satisfied their ambition to 


know more than all others, and they enriched themselves with 


the money of those whom they taught their teachings. The 


Guostics of the second century also healed sickness. Thus it — 
is a historical fact that Christian Science is but a rejuvenation 
of an old-time sect, a digging-out of a glittering, but, as to 
saving value, worthless bauble from the rubbish pile of the 
first centuries. : 

The two doctrines of the Bible which the Gnostics espe- 
cially distorted and changed were: that Christ is the Son of 
God and the Savior of the world. They denied that Jesus is 
the Son of God, and they denied that he is the Savior of the 
world. In connection with this last doctrine they practically 
denied the existence of sin, even as Christian Science of to-day 
teaches: “Jesus is only a human corporeal concept, and man 
is incapable of sin, sickness, and death.”” (Scrence and Health, 
with Key to the Scriptures, by Mrs. Eddy, pp. 334. 475.) 


weduoes 


hh enh 


172 CHRISTIAN SOIENOE. 


One of our pastors has written a tract entitled, Christian 
Science Unchristian.!) This tract is reprinted in a parisk 


paper. In this tract first the doctrine of the Bible is stated), 
and then the opposite or differing teaching of Mrs. Mary Baker’ 
Eddy is quoted from her book, Science and Health, with Key 
to the Scriptures. I have compared every quotation with the | 


text of Mrs. Eddy’s book and have found them correctly quoted. 


Certain sections of her book I shall quote at greater length thary | 
Sm hte 1 


the tract does. (The following are added quotations. ) 


The Bible says: “By Adam sin entered into the world, 
and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for thaf 


all have sinned,” Rom. 5, 12. Christian Science says: “Mam 


is deathless, spiritual, he is above mortal frailty, he does not: 9% 


cross the barriers of time, into the vast forever, of life, but 


coexists with God and the universe.” (Science and Health 


p. 266, 30.) 

Question: Is there no sin? Answer: All reality is im 
God and His creation, harmonious and eternal. That which 
He created was good, and He made all that was made. There- 
fore, the only reality of sin, sickness, or death is the awful 
fact that unrealities seem real to human belief, until God strips 
off their disguise.” (Science and Health, p. 472, 21—27.) 

The Bible teaches, “that whosoever believeth in Christ 
should not perish, but have everlasting life,” John 3, 16. Chris- 
tian Science says: One sacrifice, however great, is insufficient 
to pay the debt of sin. The atonement requires constant self- 


immolation on the sinner’s part. That God’s wrath should be | 
vented upon His beloved Son is divinely unnatural. Such a 


theory is man-made.” (Science and Health, p. 23, 3—9.) 
Such a comparison between Scripture and the teachings 
of Mrs. Eddy proves that her teachings, though according to 
her claim in accordance with the Bible, are entirely contrary 
to the Bible; therefore, also no adherers to the teachings of 


1) By William Dallmann. Order from Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo. Price, 5 cts. 
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Mrs. Eddy can be saved, there being salvation only in the 
Christ whom the Bible teaches. Of Christ the Bible says: ‘“‘God 
hath made Him to be sin for us who knew no sin, that we might 
be made the righteousness of God in Him,” 2 Cor. 5, 21. Peter 
having spoken of Christ as the one crucified, and as the one 
raised from the dead, declares: ‘‘Neither is there salvation in 
any other; for there is none other name under heaven given 
among men whereby we must be saved,” Acts 4, 12. And as 
to the natural truth upon which Christian Science builds its 
whole structure, this truth also Bible-Christians should use. 
With us, also, our mind should influence the body. We, too, 
should always be cheerful and hopeful. This should be our 
frame of mind, not because we are God, or because matter and 
sin is not, but because the sins which we commit in and with 
our material body are forgiven by God, and we need there- 
fore not fear the punishment of a holy and just God. The 
Lamb of God has taken away the sin of the world, and thus 
salvation has become our property by faith. Now, since God 
is for us, who can be against us? We should have the assurance 
which Paul had when he said: “I am persuaded that neither 
death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor 
things present, nor things to come, nor height, nor depth, nor 
any other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love 
of God which is in Christ Jesus, our Lord,” Rom. 8, 38. 39. 

Everything which comes to us in our Christian life is 
guided by God. Why should we not be content, therefore, to 
have it so? Let us place everything in prayer into the hands 
of God, and then continue to do our duty and await the de- 
velopments, knowing beforehand that they will be such as to 
tend to our temporal and eternal welfare. 

But as to the religious teachings of Christian Science, as 
to basing cheerfulness and hopefulness on the philosophy and 
teachings of Mrs. Eddy, as to believing her Science and Health, 
with Key to the Scriptures, let us learn from Scripture itself 
that Christian Science is a falsehood. Let us even, as dear 
as salvation is to us, stay clean and undefiled of such blas- 
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phemy. Let us not even dabble in Christian Science. A horse 
will indeed run faster home than on the way out; but with 
man it is different. Man, when he leaves the home of his 
faith, the home of the Bible faith, quickly speeds away, but 
the going back home is difficult and slow. 

Grand Rapids, Mich. Ernest Ross. 


MATERIALS FOR THE CATECHIST. 


Under this heading we begin to publish, in answer to | 
frequent requests, outlines on the Catechism of the Missouri — 
Synod, with explanatory remarks and annotations, and, in some | 


cases, excursus on a doctrinal matter or a disputed point in 
the Catechism. These articles are designed, partly for the in- 


formation, partly for the direct guidance, of the catechist in - 
his practical work, and the style of particular sections is, there- — 
fore, varied accordingly. The author’s aim, moreover, in offer- — 
ing these suggestions on the treatment of the Catechism is to © 
stimulate, not to render superfluous, private and more exhaustive | 
study. Hence, there is frequently offered material that is of | 
no use in the catechisation, but simply serves to increase the — 
catechist’s stock of knowledge or render his power of observa- 


tion more keen, while the references invite to collateral reading. 


THE INTRODUCTION. 
Qu. 1—6. 


The first six questions of that part of our book which 
we are now studying are called “the introduction” to all that 
follows, because they make us acquainted with the general 
character of this entire book. The Introduction tells us two 
things: 

1. What sort of a book Dr. Luther’s Small Catechism is, 
Qu. 1—3, and 6; 


2. From mineh other book Dr. Luther got all that he put — 


into the Small Catechism, Qu. 4. 5. 


imnaty 


i) then, | 
|| Catephjs 
| | bat nt 
MB) itty 
| ising 


MATERIALS FOR THE CATECHIST. ass 


First Ovuriine. 
THE SMALL CATECHISM OF DR. MARTIN LUTHER. 
Qu. 1—3, and 6. 
I. The word “catechism,” Qu. 1. 


1. It denotes “a book.” Persons teaching such a book are called 
catechists; persons learning it, catechumens. 

2. It denotes “a book of instruction.” Instruction means teach- 
ing, or imparting knowledge. The Catechism is not for pastime, 
like a book of riddles. It is a serious book for earnest study. It 
makes men wise. 

3. It denotes “a book of instruction composed in questions and 
answers.” It is not like a reader, which is made up of selections 
for reciting, nor like a story-book, which contains a running story. 
Nor is it lke a hymn-book, made up of verses and stanzas. 

The questions in this book state what we should desire to know; 
the answers, what we can know. The question is like a wish; the 
answer, like the fulfillment of the wish. To understand the answer, 
one must pay good attention to the question. 

Teaching by means of questions and answers is called “cate- 
chising.” ‘This is an old way of teaching. Our Lord, when twelve 
years old, catechised, and was catechised, in the temple at Jeru- 
salem, Luke 2, 46.1) 


1) Catechism is derived from xara, “down from,” and wyéw, “to 
sound.” The idea of authority is contained in the word. The young, or 
immature, catechumens receive instruction from some one superior to 
them, by being catechised. It is not necessarily the official dignity of the 
catechist, duly appointed by the Church, that is indicated by xarnyeiy, 
but rather the highest moral authority which exists in the teaching of 
spiritual things, God and His Word. The message imparted by cate- 
chising comes down from heaven; the human catechist is its mouth- 
piece. — The popular explanation of the origin of the word “catechism” 
with which one meets occasionally, takes xara in the sense of “again,” 
and xarnzeiv in the sense of “resound,” “sound back,” the answer being 
viewed as the echo of the question. This derivation is grammatically 
possible, but historically untenable.—In the New Testament xatnyeiv 
denotes “communicating information,’ Acts 21, 21. 24, or “giving reli- 
gious instruction,” Luke 1,4; Acts 18, 25; Rom. 2, 18; 1 Cor. 14, 19; 
Gal. 6, 6. In every one of these instances it is at least possible that the 
information or instruction was conveyed by questions and answers. 
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II. The Lutheran Catechism, Qu. 2. 

A. We mean by this, first, the Catechism of Dr. Luther.”) 

1. The Catechism of Luther which we are now studying was 
written in 1529. In the “Preface,” pp. 8—7 in our book, Dr. Luther 
tells 

a) Why he wrote the Small Catechism, §§ 1—38; 

b) How the Small Catechism should be learned, viz., first, the 
text, §§ 4. 5; secondly, the meaning, § 7;8) lastly, the fuller ex- 
planation in the Larger Catechism, § 8; 

c) Why it is the duty of parents and persons in authority to 
have children, and men in general, learn the Catechism, § 10; 

d) How to deal with persons who refuse to learn the Catechism 
and to live accordingly, $§ 6. 10—12.) 


2) Dr. Martin Luther was born November 10, 1483, at Hisleben, in 
Germany. He died at the same place, February 18, 1546. The greater 
part of his life was spent at Wittenberg, where he was the foremost 
teacher at the University. He is called “Doctor,” namely, Doctor of Di- 
vinity, or Doctor of Theology, because he had been appointed to teach 
the Holy Scriptures, and had proved himself very able as a teacher of 
God’s Word. He received the title of “Doctor” from the Roman Catholic 
Church, October 18, 1513. This Chureh afterwards wanted to forbid 
Luther to teach the Scriptures.— Dr. Luther is also called “the Re- 
former,” because he tried to correct many things that were wrong in the 
Roman Catholic Church, for which attempt he was put out of that Church. 

3) The pedagogical question whether catechumens should be made 
to memorize material which they do not understand evidently has not 
troubled Luther. He wants the text of the Catechism learned first, and 
then the meaning explained. The modern fear of cramming the mind of 
young catechumens with undigested matter is, at best, exaggerated. 
Children, as a rule, understand more than their seniors anticipate, or 
give them credit for. A certain pedagogy seems to regard a child as 
a sort of human kitten or puppy out of which an intelligent human being 
must first be evolved by the psychological genius of the teacher. More- 
over, the very fact that the catechumen, while memorizing the text, feels 
that he does not understand all, stimulates his interest in the explana- 
tion which he knows will follow. But in very many cases the hue and 
ery which is raised about “mechanical memorizing,” and that sort of 
thing, flows from contempt of the matter to be memorized. See “Der 
Rote Katechismus” of the Saxon Teachers’ Alliance, which has elimi- 
nated nearly every Biblical thought and reference from the matter to be 
memorized, . 

4) The stern language of Luther, especially in § 6, seems an offense 
against the principle of religious liberty. Expulsion from home and ex- 
patriation are advocated by Luther for all who refuse to learn, and live 
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by, the Catechism. Now, Luther makes his meaning plain enough in the 
words that follow the offensive remark, and in §11. He does not want 
men to be coerced into believing this or that. He scouts the idea of com- 
pulsion in religion, and advocates moral suasion. He will not permit 
the domain of man’s conscience to be invaded by force any other than 
that of Him who endowed man with a conscience, and to whom the con- 
science of man is ultimately answerable for all his acts. But there is 
a practical side to the public exercise of religion, which touches the 
temporal well-being of the organized society of men. ‘The state, itself 
non-religious, still has an interest in the religion of its subjects. Evil 
practices and tendencies which are directed against the practice of re- 
ligion, even when they themselves might be advocated under the name 
of religion, may prove harmful to that civil righteousness which must 
be a matter of serious concern to every nation and its government. It 
is for this reason only that Luther wants scoffers and blasphemers to be 
dealt with as enemies to the public weal and order. Moreover, in national 
churches, as those of Luther’s time still were, such a demand was doubly 
just. — The principle of the separation of Church and State has been ex- 
panded since the days of Luther, but its modern application is by no 
means always wise. Liberty is too often interpreted to mean license, 
and religious liberty is taken to mean that we must allow a person to do 
anything which he claims to be a religious duty or principle. This is 
plainly unjust. Righteousness must not be suffered to languish in order 
that a certain kind of “liberty” may flourish. A citizen of the United 
States of America, e. g., need not be a Christian at all to be moved with 
indignation, as was Luther, when observing the laxity which has invaded 
our public morals, and the supineness of those in authority over and 
against these evils. It was therefore sound public policy when some of 
our American States spread on their statutes civil ordinances forbidding 
blasphemy, lewd pastimes, etc., and making them offenses punishable by 
the State; or when the State of Texas, on political grounds declared 
Roman Catholics ineligible to publie offices; or when the American Mor- 
mons were told that the practice of polygamy would be suppressed by 
legal force; or when the American Anarchists were placed in jail for 
putting their “honest convictions” into practice in the Haymarket Riot 
at Chicago. American Catholics are, for the same reason, justly de- 
nounced as enemies to the safety of the commonwealth, because they 
advocate as part of their creed the temporal supremacy of the Roman 
Pope. — What Luther counsels in §6 is the suppression of offensive con- 
- ditions in the home or community, the unrestrained practice of which 
must cause disastrous effects to the religion of simple, plain people. For 
the same reason he advocated drastic measures against Jewish usurers, 
political spies and agitators, against the marauding peasants, and against 
the profligate and anarchistic Anabaptists. All this was sound common 
sense of a good citizen, At the same time it was sound theology, and 
a part of the duty which a public teacher of Christianity had to dis- 
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charge toward his clients. As a champion, however, of the true religious aa 
liberty Luther was really far ahead of his times. In his commentary | 9% " 
on Deut. 18,19, he says: “By this statement: ‘Whosoever will not hearken. | a 
unto My words, etc., I will require it of him,’ He abolishes the entire "| te Laree 
civil government which has hitherto been taught in the law of Moses; Bal 
for He had appointed judges, and given them the sword, that they should, rion he 
teach and maintain the law of Moses. But in this passage, where He mT 
ordains a new word, He appoints no judge, no sword, but threatens that | 
He will Himself be the person to execute vengeance, as He says also ine 
the Prophet Micah, chap. 5, 15: ‘I will execute vengeance in anger and~ 
fury upon the heathen, such as they have not heard.’ (Luther has trans-~ 
lated the last clause: ‘die nicht gehorchen wollen.’) For since this is_ 
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tis st 
the preaching unto life and salvation, nobody is to be coerced by human” ? hy | 
foree to embrace the same, because God demands a willing heart, which _,/ mls tp 
believes. But since this cannot be rendered, nor exacted, by human power, |\q Telarc 
we must leave those who will not believe to be judged by God alone, 9; ,, Tk 
since He has Himself already passed sentence on them when He says |§4,»,,, 
(John 3, 18): ‘He that believeth not is condemned already,’ and in the_ is ve 
passage before us: ‘I will require it of him.’” (IIT, 1530.) To the: js, 
Burgomaster, City Council, and Citizens of Prague Luther wrote, EB pine t 
March 21, 1521: “We must not coerce any person into believing, but must | ts Chat 
leave room to the Holy Ghost to operate wherever He pleases, and give, ine 
Him the honor.” (X, 1598.) In his reply to certain questions which had a ioe 
been submitted to him by Queen Anne of Bohemia and Queen Mary of Nt ‘i. 
Hungary, Luther says: “Some one might say: No one ought to be coerced’ fj. the 
into believing; yet our princes have compelled the monks to leave the bis tin 
cloisters. I answer: No one must be coerced to believe or embrace our — by Ci 
teaching; nor has any one been thus coerced heretofore; we have only Lie 
checked and prevented blasphemy that was directed against our teaching, | ‘tay X 
as I have shown in the foregoing. For it is one thing to force men to | | ae 
embrace a certain teaching, and quite another, not to suffer the teaching | hi 
to be traduced.” (XIX, 1726.) In his exposition of Ps, 14, 7, Luther lays_ | Dh 
stress on the fact that the help of God’s people comes “out of Zion,” h be 
that is, from the Lord Christ Himself, and says: “Therefore the fury of Ba 
some Christians deserves to be condemned —if we may call them Chris- fe, “fe 
tians at all— who think that they are doing God a service by persecut- iia 
ing the Jews in the most hateful manner, by thinking all manner of.evil iy. 
of them, and with proud contempt railing at them in their deplorable tal : 
misfortune. The example of this text and of Patl in Rom. °%, 1, rather oe a 
teaches us to be sorry for them and pity them with our whole heart, e = 
and to never cease praying for them.” (IV, 928.) In his “Exhortation Li . 
to Peace, in answer to the Twelve Articles of the Peasants” in Suabia, hy er hi 
which Luther in 1525 addressed to the princes and magistrates of Ger- : tr 
many, Luther urges that the peasants’ demand be granted, viz., that they iy 
be permitted to elect their own pastors, though it might be reasonably | am 
feared that they would elect men who would not preach them the Gospel. 9 ee af 

et on 


He says: “The government cannot and must not do anything to oppose 
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2. Luther wrote two catechisms; ours is called the Small Cate- 
chism, the other the Large Catechism. The Large explains the 
Small. After one has learned the Small Catechism, he should learn 
the Large also.5) 

3. Luther has indicated in the Catechism itself how and by 
whom he desires to see this book used. 

a) He wrote it, first, “for pastors and preachers.” (See title 
on p. 2.) These, and their assistants, ¢. g., teachers in Christian 
this demand. Yea, the government must not interpose here, dictating to 
any one what he is to teach or believe, whether it be the Gospel or lies. 
_It is sufficient if the government checks the teaching of revolution and 

unrest.” (XVI, 50.) In a letter to the Elector, August 26, 1530, Luther 

replies to the shrewd argument of certain papists, who wanted the 
Elector’s consent for introducing the private mass of the Roman Church 
in the Elector’s country. He says: “As regards their argument that 
the Prince’s authority does not go so far as to empower him to forbid 
this, we answer: We know quite well that the office of a prince and the 
office of a preacher are not the same thing, and that it does not behoove 
a prince to do this. But the question before us now is, whether a prince, 
as Christian, may give his consent in this matter, and the question is not 
at all whether he is acting as a prince. It is one thing for a prince to 
preach, and another, for him to consent to a (certain kind of) preaching. 
Not the prince, but Scripture is to prohibit private masses. It rests 
with the prince to side with the Scriptures or not; nobody on earth 
forces him to do so.” (XVI, 1416.) See also Luther’s treatise of 1523: 
“On Civil Magistrates; to What Extent Do We Owe Them Obedience?” 
X, 374 ff.; Luther Waring, “The Political Theories of Martin Luther,” 
chap. IX: “Limits of the State,” p. 232 f.; and “Luther and Liberty,” 
a symposium of expressions on this subject taken from non-Lutheran 
authors, by Rev. C. Drewes. THEoL. QUARTERLY XIII, 89 ff. 

5) A good translation by Prof. J. N. Lenker, D. D., has been published 
by the Luther Press, Minneapolis, Minn., 1908; 188 pages; price, 40 cts. 
— Historical investigation has now settled the question which of Luther’s 
two Catechisms was the earlier product. The Small Catechism was pub- 
lished in chart form as follows: Parts I—III in January, 1529, Parts 
IV—V in March. The Larger Catechism was published in April, and the 
Small Catechism appeared in book form in May, 1529. The editio prin- 
ceps of the Small Catechism has not been discovered. The earliest edi- 
tion known is the third, also of the year 1529. The last edition, which 
Luther himself prepared, is of 1542. Our text-book follows this edition. 
The three questions on the Office of the Keys were embodied in an edition 
printed at Nuremberg. Their authors are two provosts of that city. The 
“Christian Questions” were prepared by Luther’s lifelong friend, Johann 
Lange of Erfurt. They grew out of Luther’s “Adhortatio ad Sacramen- 
tum,” on Maundy Thursday, 1529. 
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schools and Sunday-schools, are to be guided by this book in the 
instruction which they must impart to their catechumens. The 
Catechism of Luther is a book that is to be used in the church and 
_ at school. 

b) He wrote it, secondly, to show “the head of a family what he 
should teach in all simplicity to his household.” (See the headings — | 
of each of the six chief parts of the Catechism, pp. 2. 18. 15. 19. | 
22. 26, and of the little prayer-book, p. 28.) For this reason Luther 


also added a part which he called “Table of Duties,” by which he i | 


wishes to remind persons of every rank, station, and occupation in 


life of the duties which they owe God and their fellow-men in their — | 
respective calling. The Catechism of Luther is, therefore, a family- | 
book, to be used at home, by father, mother, children, and servants. — 


c) Luther has written at the very head of his Small Catechism ~ 


a Greek word, “Enchiridion” (p. 2), which means “handbook.” He — 


desires this book, not only to be in everybody’s hand, but also that 
everybody should have it ready at hand, and use it regularly. Every 


one should often review the Catechism for himself; the prayer-book, _ | 


pp. 28—30, should be used daily, and the “Christian Questions,” — 


pp. 36—40, whenever we are about to go to communion. Let us ‘| 
remember, however, that while Luther could put this Catechism into © | 
our hands, and while our parents and teachers may possibly succeed _ | 


in putting it into our heads, God alone can put it into our hearts, — 
where it chiefly belongs. We should, therefore, pray God every time — 
we take up our Catechism to bless our study of it. 


B. When we speak of our Lutheran Catechism, we mean | 
this entire book which we are studying. Luther’s Small Cate-_ 
chism is only a part of this book, pp. 1—40. The remainder, 
pp. 41—152, is 

1. Called “A Short Exposition of Dr. Martin Luther’s Small | 
Catechism.” Exposition means explanation. This second part of 
our book wants to make us understand what Dr. Luther says in the 
Small Catechism. All that is in the Exposition is also in the Small 
Catechism, part for part, section for section, sentence for sentence, 
word for word, and besides that, there is an explanation of all. The 
explanation will show us how true and precious everything is that 
is in the Small Catechism, and what a great little book the Small 
Catechism really is. : 

2. The “Exposition” is not by Dr. Luther, but was prepared by — 
order of our Lutheran Synod of Missouri. Dr. Schwan, who was at 
that time the President of our Synod, prepared the draft for the 
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German text, and other members of our Synod revised it until it 
received the form from which our English translation was made. 
It was published by Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo., 
in 1899. 


ITI. The Contents of the Lutheran Catechism, Qu. 3. 6. 


1. It contains “doctrine,” 7. e., teachings. If men were not 
taught these, they would never know them. If men do not learn 
these teachings, they may learn many other things and become 
wise in a worldly way, but they are untaught and uneducated in the 
most important things that men can be taught, and suffer a great 
damage here in time and hereafter in eternity, as we shall see 
during the progress of our study of this book. 

2. It contains “Christian doctrine,” 7. e., such teachings as are 
taught by our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, and concerning Him, 
in the Church that is founded on His teaching and work, and is 
named after Him. 

3. It contains “the chief parts of the Christian doctrine.” 
Christian doctrine embraces more details than those given in the 
Catechism, but not any more essential teachings. The Catechism 
presents all the leading points of Christian doctrine in a nutshell, 
and helps one to see them all at a glance and to remember them 
readily. For this reason the Catechism is specially useful and 
necessary for young Christians. It may be said that the Catechism 
is to young Christians what milk is to babes. But just as persons 
of every age use milk and need milk, Christians of every age need 
the Catechism. Dr. Luther was an old man when he wrote about 
certain people who imagined they had outgrown the need of the 
Catechism: “I am a doctor and a preacher, yea, every way as learned 
and experienced as all who have such presumption and security. 
Yet I do as a child who is being taught the Catechism. Every 
morning, and whenever I have time, I read and say, word for word, 
the Ten Commandments, the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, the Psalms, ete. 
And I must still read and study daily, and yet I cannot master it 
as I wish, but must remain, and that too gladly, a child and pupil 
of the Catechism.” (Preface to the Large Catechism, § 7, p. 384 
[Jacob’s Ed. ] ).6) 


6) For other expressions of Luther on the same matter see his Works, 
St. L. Ed. Il], 1734 (Luther declares that he will ever remain an abece- 
darian in the study of the Commandments) ; III, 1840; VIII, 34. 242. 724; 
V, 1137; III, 1813; XIII, 1854; XII, 1640; XXII, 18 f. (Luther recites 
the Catechism just like his little Johnny) 59. 


182 MATERIALS FOR THE CATECHIST. 


This comparison of teaching Christian doctrine with milk we 
find also in Scripture, 1 Pet. 2,.2. Since our Catechism is entirely 
taken from “the sincere Word of God,” we may call it “milk for 
new-born babes,” or young Christians.) If we “desire” this milk, 
i. @., are eager to learn the Word of God and the Catechism that 
was taken from it, we shall “grow thereby”; we shall become stronger | 
and better informed Christians than we were at first. : 

4, The “chief parts of the Christian doctrine” are: 1. the Ten 
Commandnients; 2. the Creed; 3. the Lord’s Prayer; 4. the Sacra-_ 
ment of Holy Baptism; 5. the Office of the Keys and Confession ;_ 
6. the Sacrament of the Altar. 3 


7) The doryévynta Boéyy in 1 Pet. 2, 2, are the same persons whom 
the apostle, in chap. 1, 1. 2, addressed as elect, believing, sanctified Chris- 
tians. All that they had become through the new birth, chap. 1, 23, 

and that not such a very long time ago. — Birth begins life, and life is 

sustained by food. Food is adapted to a person’s age or condition. — 
Aoyixdy may be either reasonable (L., “vernuenftig”) or verbal (A. Vish 
“of the Word’). In the former acceptation the milk is viewed as enter-_ 
ing into the reason, mind, spirit of those who receive it; in the latter” 
acceptation, as taking its origin frem God’s Word. Both renderings are_ 
made to agree thus: The food which Christians as such, especially neo-~ 
phytes of the Christian faith, must have is of a spiritual, not physical, 
kind, and it_is furnished by, or drawn from, the Word. In Rom. 12, 1,_ 
A.V. translates Joyixéy as Luther has translated this term in this text._ 
— Paul uses the same metaphor in 1 Cor. 3, 1. 2, and the same metaphor 
together with plain expressions, Hebr. 5, 12; 6, 2.— “Sincere” is here 
used in its Old English, and original, meaning — unadulterated, uncor-_ 
rupted (sine cera, without wax, as pure honey should be). It is the exact 

equivalent of Luther’s “lauter.” Food adulteration, especially of milk, ~ 
is common, and now punished as a penitentiary crime by our Govern- 
ment. There is also teaching offered to Christians that has the appear- 

ance of milk, it is labeled “from the Bible”; but it is not food for Chris- 

tians, because it is not the very Word-of God, which alone is dolor ydla. 

Christian teachers do not supply adulterated milk, 2 Cor. 2, 17, and_ 
Christian pupils refuse to take it. But the pure milk of the Word — 
and only such is offered in Luther’s Catechism —they desire. “Haixodeiv 
signifies craving, like hunger or thirst, that must be stilled. When this 

healthy desire for spiritual food is fulfilled, there is commensurate growth 

év avt@, viz., in the sincere milk of the Word, this having become the 
native element in which every new-born child of God attains to his spir- 

itual maturity. No person can become “a perfect man in Christ,” Eph. 
4, 13, outside of the Word. This 2» aizq becomes virtually &’ adzod, 
because the power to grow is communicated by the Word with which 

@ person becomes conversant, and while he is engaged upon its study; 

hence L.: “dadureh”; A. V.: “thereby.” 
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The Lutheran Church thinks very highly of the Catechisms 
of Luther. It has called them “the Bible of the laity” (Preface 
to Form of Concord, § 5, p. 492). The Catechisms of Luther 
have been embodied in the confessional writings of the Evan- 
gelical Lutheran Church, which were gathered into one book, 
the Book of Concord, in 1580. These writings show what 
Lutherans really believe, and why. The Small Catechism, in 
particular, every Lutheran communicant is required to know. 
Many men have expressed their admiration and gratitude for 
Luther’s Small Catechism.") D. 


8) Johann Mathesius: “If Dr. Luther in the course of his life had 
achieved no other good than this, that he brought the two Catechisms 
again into our homes, schools, and churches, and taught men to say their 
prayer when sitting down to meat and rising from the table, and when 
retiring at night and rising in the morning, the whole world could never 
sufficiently thank or pay him for it.” (Sixth Sermon on the History of 
Dr. Martin Luther, p. 59.) —Johann Wigand: “The well-known Cate- 
chism of Luther possesses all those qualities which would commend and 
adorn a book that is to be a guide to men: an experienced and excellent 
author, great, namely divine, subjects, pure truth, clear terms, skill in 
its order, brevity and vigor, an immense usefulness, and the approval 
of right thinking men.” (Oratio de causis, cur Catechismus Lutheri in 
scholis et ecclesiis retinendus.) — Conrad Porta: “Though it may seem 
smal] and insignificant in appearance, still this Catechism comprises 
with admirable brevity the subject of our salvation in a more impressive 
manner than many large tomes that have been completely filled with in- 
tricate questions and silly and impious glosses; and that, to such an 
extent that all the gates of hell and all enemies and heretics combined 
shall not in the least prevail against it.” (Oratio continens adhortatio- 
nem ad assiduam lectionem scriptorum Martini Lutheri, ultimi Eliae et 
prophetae Germaniae.) —Seckendorf: “There is found in this little book 
both orthodox teaching and a spirit that is without equal in its class of 
writings. We leave it to the readers who are not stubbornly resisting 
the truth to investigate and judge for themselves. The explanation of 
the Apostles’ Creed excels all that we have heretofore heard. Next, the 
brief and very impressive interpretation of the Lord’s Prayer suffices 
for refuting the slanders that Luther had foisted on the Church mere 
faith, 7. ¢., the mere profession of it, without sanctification of life, or an 
idea of the merit of Christ that is imputed to us.” (Hist. Lutheranism, 
lib. TI, § 51, p. 145.) —Ambrosius Wirth: “Dr. Justus Jonas said: 
Dr. Luther’s Catechism is a little booklet that can be purchased for six 
pence” (Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, has issued a cent edi- 


, 
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CURRENT EVENTS. 


WHETHER TRAVELERS’ IMPRESSIONS received during 
a journey in a foreign country are worth anything to ‘the general 
public, depends very much on the character of the traveler. The 
following observation of Mr. Roosevelt, who was traveling in South 
America, we believe, possesses intrinsic value. Mr. Roosevelt re- 
lates: “The Argentines are thoroughly awake to the need of having 
small landowners, and also they have.no faith whatsoever in any of 


tion), “but 6,000 worlds could not pay for it.” (Simple Gade for Teach- 
ing Children the Catechism, p. 138.) —Dr. Rudelbach: “Needless to say, 
for everybody knows that Martin Luther is the true father of the Cate- 
chism in the Evangelical Church. His heart filled with ardent love and 
strong faith impelled him to make a beginning of rearing a generation 
of men in the fear of God and true Christian knowledge by teaching the 
young. His experience, especially during the visitation of the churches 
in 1527—29, when he beheld the sad ignorance and corruption of the 
common people, and the unfitness of many parsons to teach their people, 
urged him to do something speedily to overcome this deficiency. Before 
the Evangelical Lutheran Church had produced its general confession, 
the Catechism had appeared; and though Luther was not the first to 
publish a catechism,—for Brenz and others had preceded him, — still 
he was the man to teach the people in the simplest, most sanctified and 
comprehensive manner. His was such a glorious simplicity that it takes 
one back to the first days of the confessing congregation of Christ.” 
(Official Opinion on the Reintroduction of Catechetical Examinations in 
the Kingdom of Saxony.) —Loehe: “If thousands of expositions of the 
Catechism were published, so there would be a deluge of them, Luther’s 
Small Catechism would float like the ark upon the flood.” — Palmer: 
“The art to say much in a few words without becoming obscure, un- 
wieldy, and unpopular through being concise; moreover, the warm, cor- 
dial language which enables us to use the Catechism in our prayers, — 
all this will, again and again, reserve for the Catechism its high place 
of honor.” (RE1, 8, 618.) — Ranke: “The Catechism which Luther pub- 
lished in 1529, and of which he said that he was reciting it in his prayers 
though he had become an old doctor, is as childlike as it is profound, 
as easily comprehensible as it is unfathomable, as simple as it is sublime. 
Happy the person who feeds his soul from it, and clings to it. He has 
an imperishable comfort at hand every moment; behind a thin shell 
there is here a kernel of truth that satisfies the wisest of the wise.” 
(Hist. of Germany in the Era of the Reformation, II, 445.) See also 
the collection of sayings, ancient and modern, which Dr. Walther re- 
printed from Freimund in Der Lutheraner 16, 197 f., and also 34, 108. 
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the theories that would abolish private ownership in property, or 
even ownership in land. This may be due to the fact that part of 
the business of the nation in its northern country is even yet that 
of civilizing the Indian; and almost the worst obstruction in civi- 
lizing the Indian is the fact that the Indian actually practices the 
theories of certain advanced Socialists. The Indians of' the Chaco, 
in practice, have no personal property. The result is, that they are 
all kept permanently at the level of the shiftless, the idle, and the 
incompetent. In practice it proves to be impossible to elevate them 
until they are given the chance to have personal property which is 
not to be shared with the shiftless and idle. Among these Indians 
applied Socialism has simply meant that any property acquired by 
anybody is shared with the worthless members of the tribe. The 
result has been the positive refusal of the thrifty and far-sighted to 
go into the business of accumulating goods for their less worthy 
brothers, so that the entire social life is stagnant. In the Argentine 
at present, and during the immediate past, it has been proved by 
actual experience that the only way to get a betterment of social and 
industrial conditions is to give the average man the chance to get 
property for himself if he possesses the necessary energy, industry, 
and thrift; and this means that not only must he be protected against 
the big man who would exploit him, but that he must also be pro- 
tected against the small man who is lazy or thriftless or vicious. 
In practice the possession of property, and the chance to possess 
property as a result of honest and intelligent toil, offer the chief 
incentives for the growth of well-being and of civilization. Human 
rights must be recognized as standing above property rights, which 
represent a means and not an end; but it must also be recog- 
nized that property rights, if properly handled, represent one of 
the indispensable means of securing the human rights.” (Ouélook, 
April 18, 1914.) We who believe the Bible know and accept most 
of the discoveries of Mr. Roosevelt upon divine authority, and we 
denounce one of the basic principles of a certain form of Socialism 
as antibiblical. We have also held that the Socialistic theories are 
unreasonable, and that common sense is being offended by its ad- 
vocacy. This testimony of our ex-president is a valuable testimony 
to establish the latter claim. D. 
THE BISHOPS OF THE METHODIST EPISCOPAL 
CHURCH (South) have lost their lawsuit against the trustees of 
Vanderbilt University at Nashville, Tenn. The bishops sought to 
establish the right of their church to a control of the institution, 
and, incidentally, to keep the trustees from accepting a gift of 
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$1,000,000 from Mr. Carnegie. The Outlook is pleased with the de- 
cision of the court and remarks: “For the same reason that we are: 
glad to see the schools of France taken from under the control of 
the Roman Catholic Church, for the same reason that we desire to 
see the schools in England taken from under the control of the 
Established Church, we are glad to see such an institution as Vander-" 
bilt University taken from under the control of the Methodist Church. 
An educational institution controlled by an ecclesiastical organization — 
is naturally, and almost necessarily, administered partly in the in- 
terest of the Church which controls it.” The sentiment here ex- 
pressed is widely diffused throughout our country, and the Carnegie 
millions, from which every “sectarian” school is barred, are the most~ 
emphatic utterance of this sentiment in our day. The sentiment” 
works harm to every kind of church-schools: it depreciates the 
educational] value of these schools and weakens the loyalty of church- 
members toward their denominational schools. It is intended to do 
this. The sentiment is not merely a justifiable protest against 
undue restraint such as the French schools suffered under Rome-rule, 
but it is distinctly hostile to any direct influence of the Church on 
the minds of the young. Evolutionism, skepticism, agnosticism are 
more readily permitted to control modern education than the Church 
and the Bible and Jesus Christ. We are not pleading for the 
control of public education by the churches, or by any particular — 
church, but we are pleading for more church-schools, founded and 
maintained by the churches and for the churches. D. 


HH PAPAL INTERDICT was recently applied to two Italian ' 
cities, Galatina, in the archdiocese of Otranto, and Genoa. In the i 
former place the inhabitants, resenting the active part taken by the ~ 
archbishop in a recent election, mobbed the reverend politician. ~ 
For this “sacrilegious aggression” the Pope “forbade all celebrations © 
ot public worship, the ringing of church-bells, and the administration 
of sacraments” in Galatina. The only exceptions allowed were private 
baptisms and marriages and the last sacrament to the dying. The ~ 
people of Galatina should have rejoiced at being spared the pastoral 
ministrations of the Holy Father, and should have made the inter- © 
diet permanent by deposing the Pope who had dared to take from 
them what Christ has given them, but they became terrorized by the © 
interdict, repented of their action, and were restored to the. papal — 
grace after a few weeks.— At Genoa the Italian Government dis- — 
approved of the appointment of an archbishop by the Pope, refusing | 
the appointee permission to live in the archiepiscopal palace, over 
which the Government has jurisdiction. The Pope has suspended all 
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archiepiscopal functions for the diocese, thus serving notice on the 
Italian Government that he will have either his appointee or no 
archbishop at Genoa. D. 


A REVIVAL OF THE SPIRIT AND PRACTICE OF THE 
SPANISH INQUISITION took place recently in the town of 
Vigan, Philippine Islands. The representatives of the American 
Bible Society were selling Bibles. To facilitate their work, they 
gave a cine, or moving picture show. Every person purchasing 
a Bible received a free ticket, and every person purchasing a ticket 
received a free Bible. A sale of over 6,000 Bibles is reported at the 
close of this cine. The Catholics started another picture show, 
and charged a Bible for admission. This was the only fee for 
entrance. They are reported to have received 2,500 Bibles. The 
next day the town was invited to see an unusual sight on the plaza 
of the church. When the multitude gathered, they were surprised to 
see the Bibles piled up and publicly burned. The act has caused 
much excitement, but it has produced a wonderful reaction against 
the Catholics, and 6,000 Bibles have been sold as a consequence. 
The editor of the Renacimiento Filipino, an independent daily paper 
of Manila, had a clean-cut editorial condemning the action of the 
Catholic Church, which was instigated by an American priest. The 
following is his closing paragraph: — 

“Tt is sad to have to record that the act was ever done. It 
bespeaks a narrowness of vision that can be attributed only to the 
religious fanatic. It is an example of the lesson that the Catholic 
Church taught six centuries ago. It is a species of hollow reverence 
for the teachings of Him who preached brotherly love. While the 
question involved is one that has taken up the time of humanity, 
arrested the attention of the greatest minds, and cost the lives of 
the most worthy men, it is a question that the Renucimiento is 
not afraid to touch upon. Independence of religious thought en- 
courages it here to brand that scene as a remnant of religious 
barbarism, as one of the most iniquitous and unealled-for acts ever 
done in the name of a world-wide religious belief. The Bibles could 
have been secured otherwise, but to burn those Books in publie in 
the presence of an invited and awe-struck populace, is the last word 
of intolerance in this age of religious enlightenment.” 

That an American priest should instigate. such a barbarism and 
a Filipino editor condemn it, is certainly significant. The American 
Catholics would do well to repent and amend, or they will fall under 
the condemnation of the whole world, savage and civilized. 

The Presbyterian, April 8, 1914. 
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THE UNUTTERABLE NIETZSCHE of the Herrenmoral 
seems to be among the saints of the “Independent Religious Society 
(Rationalist)”; for they quote him even in “programs” used during 
their “services.” One program of this kind for a service at the 
Studebaker Theater at Chicago, February 1, gives the “creed” of the 
Society as follows: — 

“Recognizing the right of private judgment, the sacredness of 
individual conviction, and the moral obligation to be faithful to one’s 
best thoughts, we require no assent to any theological or philosophical 
doctrine as a basis for fellowship, but cordially welcome all who de- 
sire to promote the religion of truth, righteousness, and freedom.” 

The “opening selection” at the service was a quotation from an 
article in the Forum by Dr. Hellems, to this effect: — 

“Tf my ears have heard aright, science is standing before the 
congregation of combined mankind and declaring this gospel: ‘Come 
unto me, and ye shall not labor with wrong hands unto bitterness, 
nor be heavy laden unto faintness. Come unto me, and for the 
peace which passeth understanding I will give you the peace that is 
based upon reason and knowledge. Come unto me, and for the in- 
veterate hope of a life to be, ye shall learn the glorious meaning of 
the life that is.’ ” 

The pastor of the Chicago flock announces on the program: — 

“Should the services of Mr. Mangasarian be needed by those in 
bereavement, or for the marriage ceremony, or again for the naming 
ceremony, he can be reached at 922 Lakeside Place. Telephone: 
Ravenswood 2855.” 

He pays his respects to some of his critics on the third page 
of the program as follows: — 


“To THE CEDAR Rapips CLerey. 


“Gentlemen: — This is the first of a few epistles I am going to 
do myself the honor of addressing to you. In your pulpit comments 
on my recent lecture in Cedar Rapids, you made a number of im- 
portant criticisms. ‘It would be amusing,’ “says one of your number, 
‘were it not so pitiful, to see men practicing heroics in fighting for a 
freedom which no one denies.’ I infer that this also expresses the 
opinion of the other clergymen. 

“Will you tell me, then, the name of the creed which grants 
liberty of thought and speech to all men, be they believers or un- 
believers? Is it not true that even the Unitarians refused to fellow- 
ship with Theodore Parker, and expelled Emerson from his pulpit? 
Was not Swing tried for heresy? Was not Thomas thrown out of his 
Methodist church? Are heresy trials over now? The strongest argu- 
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ment you could bring against my position would be to mention a 
single evangelical denomination which always has, or does now, advo- 
cate full religious liberty. But a stronger argument than that which 
you could advance would be to quote a single Bible text which recom- 
mends liberty of conscience. ‘He that believeth not shall be damned.’ 
Could a religion with such a text respect anybody’s liberty? Could 
such a religion be moral even? Can there be any morality where 
there is coercion of conscience? You may reply that this text is an 
interpolation. Why, then, do you keep it in your ‘holy’ book? And 
you, Mr. Liberal Preacher, have you removed this text from the Bible 
in your pulpit? And what about the common people who are not 
clever enough to know that not all of the ‘holy’ book is holy — that 
when you say, ‘the Word of God,’ you mean only those parts which 
you — you, consider holy? And does not that make your opinion the 
‘Word of God’? Is the ‘There is no other name given under heaven 
whereby men can be saved’ also an interpolation? Is Jesus’ ‘All that 
came before me were thieves and robbers’ another of the unholy texts 
which has crept into the ‘Holy Bible’? é 

“Will you also explain to your congregations how a religion could 
be divine and infallible, and still tolerate dissent or opposition? Be 
good enough to explain that point very clearly. In your reply to this, 
if you should favor me with one, please do not forget to quote: the 
texts from the Bible or the creeds which make freedom of thought 
one of the indispensables of the moral life. And let me have your 
candid opinion as to how a religion may coax belief by the promise 
of crowns, thrones, white robes, and golden harps, or coerce belief 
by threats of ‘everlasting damnation’ and still respect liberty of con- 
science. Is morality possible without liberty of conscience? Do you 
really think then that, ‘ike Don Quixote I am fighting windmills,’ 
as one of you gentlemen remarked from his pulpit, when I combat a 
religion which has hanged innocent women as witches, burnt philoso- 
phers as criminals, and shed more blood than any other institution? 
Yet I could forgive and forget all that,—the one thing I cannot 
overlook is that a religion which denies liberty can only produce 
slave-morality. 

“Seeing that the Cedar Rapids papers gave many columns to the 
report of your criticisms of my lecture, will you not do me the 
fraternal favor to ask the papers to show the same courtesy to me by 
inserting this and the other brief letters which will follow? 


“M. M. MANGASARIAN.” iB): 
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Concordia Publishing House, St. Lowis : — 


1. CRUMBS. Short Devotions for Every Day of the Year. By 
C. M. Zorn; translated by the author’s son, H. M. Zorn. 
436 pages; $1.00. 

The “phenomenal sales” of the German original (see THEOL. 
Quarrerty XV, 45) have induced the publishers to issue this Eng- 
lish reproduction, thus rendering this deservedly popular book of 
devotion accessible to a larger circle of readers, who will appreciate 
the labors bestowed on it both by the elder and the younger Zorn. 


2. STATISTISCHES JAHRBUCH der Deutschen Ev.-Luth. 
Synode von Missouri, Ohio u. a. St. fuer das Jahr 1913. 
236 pages; 50 ets. 

Twenty-two presidents report official transactions in their dis- 
tricts, pp. 5—42, missionary, educational, charitable enterprises within 
the bounds of the Synod, the report of the Synod’s book concern, 
of the General Treasury, of bequests, and a necrological list are 
published pp. 180—236, and in the remainder of the Year-Book, 
2,532 pastors report their work in 2,978 congregations and missions, 
with a membership of 949,771 souls, 575,299 of which are com- 
municant members. 2,259 parochial schools were conducted by the 
Synod, and in these 96,287 pupils were taught by 1,192 pastors, 1,097 
male, and 274 female teachers. The Sunday-schools of the’ Synod 
report 75,106 pupils. 36,328 infants (and adults) were baptized, 
23,720 catechumens were confirmed, 1,056,102 communed, 12,359 
were buried, and 12,101 couples married. For the work of the Synod 
the members contributed $814,706.04, and in addition to this sum 
$119,753.15 was collected at mission festivals. 


3. SIMON PETER, the Disciple and Apostle of the Lord. <A doc- 
trinal paper read before the North Dakota and Montana Dis- 
trict by Rev. H. Buegel. 50 pages; 15 cts. 


4, THE LAYMEN’S MOVEMENT as God Would Have It. A doc- 
trinal paper read before the Southern Illinois District by 
Dr. F. Pieper. 60 pages; 19 cts. 


5. ADIAPHORA (Continued), and The Finances of the Nebraska 
District and of the Missouri Synod. Papers, the former doc- 
trinal, read before the Nebraska District, by Rev. H. Eckhardt. 
36 and 22 pages; 19 cts. 

6. SYNODALALBUM 1914. The educational institutions with 
their teachers and the officers of the Missouri Synod are here 
presented in photographic views, with brief historical and 
biographical notes. 85 pages; 25 cts. 


7. VOKATIONSDIPLOM. A printed form for a call issued by a 
congregation to its pastor-elect. 15 cts. 
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ART OF KEEPING IN GOOD HEALTH. By Emil Wilk. 
40 pages; 25 ets. Order from Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

In eleven chapters the author, who is teacher, states the laws 
and common rules of health in succinct sentences and paragraphs, 
and with a quiet sort of enthusiasm that is apt to rouse in his 
readers the desire for practicing the good things which the author 
proclaims. D. 


D. TH. GEORG STOECKHARDT. Lebensbild eines deutsch- 
amerikanischen Theologen, gezeichnet von O. Willkomm. Mit 
Portraet und mehreren Bildern. Zwickau, Sachsen. Verlag 
von Johann Herrmann. 1914. 148 pp. 54%X7%; 170 cts. 
Order from Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


The author of this biography, Pastor Willkomm of the Lutheran 
Free-church of Saxony, is well fitted, in a variety of ways, for the 
task which he has essayed. In the first place, he stood in terms of 
close personal friendship to the subject of his book. In University 
days, Stoeckhardt was the ‘“Leibfuchs” of Rev. Willkomm, and they 
were members of the same students’ organizations. Their friendship 
continued through life, and it is the personal recollections from the 
days of the younger Stoeckhardt that give this book its chief value. 
About 100 pages are devoted to the narrative of Stoeckhardt’s earlier 
years, and the remaining 31 pages to his work in the American 
Lutheran Church. The remaining pages contain the addresses de- 
livered by Rey. C. C. Schmidt and President Pfotenhauer at the 
Doctor’s funeral. The chapters dealing with the work of Dr. Stoeck- 
hardt at St. Louis as pastor and professor are a condensation of the 
articles from the pen of Prof. Dau which appeared in the THEOLOGICAL 
QuarTeRLY last year, and which gave so comprehensive and illumi- 
nating a view of Stoeckhardt the theologian. Rev. Willkomm’s book 
is illustrated with a set of very fine half-tones which add very 
materially to the appearance and value as also to the reader’s en- 
joyment of the biography. We believe that the pastors of our Synod, 
especially those who have sat at the feet of the great exegete, will 
not regret the purchase of this Lebensbild of Dr. Stoeckhardt. The 
chapters dealing with the struggles which preceded the establishment 
of the Lutheran Free-church in Saxony are in themselves worth the 
‘price of the book. G. 


Johannes Herrmann, Zwickau, Saxony : — 

DER MENSCHHEIT ZUKUNFT. Tod, Auferstehung, Juengstes 
Gericht, Weltende, Hoelle und Himmel im Lichte der Bibel. 
Von Heinr. Ebeling, Dr. phil. Second, revised edition. 
231 pages; $1.20. 

TJpon the general background of the respective chapter in Ger- 
hard’s Loci we have here a fine treatise which fairly well covers the 
domain of eschatology. The American reader would desire more 
copious and frequent references to chiliastic and universalist views 
rampant on this side of the Atlantic. The author holds that the 
destruction of the universe will be xar& oyfua, not xar’ odvotar. 
(p. 149.) Revealed truth is overstated when interment is deduced 
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from a divine command, p. 15 (which view the author corrects on 
the next page); when the death of Christ seems to be ascribed to 
Him as the Son of God, independently of the communion of natures, 
p. 78; when the soul is declared, without qualification, the divine 
part of man, p. 20; understated, when spiritual death is said to 
have entered the world upon the death of Satan, p. 6. 


The Lutheran Seminary at Philadelphia publishes an art edition, 
profusely illustrated, of its annual catalogue, commemorative of the 
fiftieth anniversary of the school. 73 pages. 


Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus, O.: — 


DAILY DEVOTIONS. Material for the Family Altar. Prepared 
by Rev. J. HE. Kieffer. 552 pages; $1.25. 

For each day of the year this book offers a selection from Serip- 
ture and a prayer. The festival seasons of the Church are recognized 
in the selection. A devout and reverent spirit breathes from the 
prayers, which are confessions of the fundamental truths of Chris- 
tianity. No comment is offered on the selections from Scripture, 
except such as is, in instances, suggested in the prayers. 


The Utah Gospel Mission, of Cleveland, publishes most inter- 
esting facts regarding its work among the Mormons, the latter’s 
activity in our country, and a list of the Society’s anti-Mormon 
literature, e. g., Rev. Nutting’s “Mormonism To-Day and its Remedy,” 
“Secret Oaths and Ceremonies of Mormonism,” “Mormonism Pro- 
claiming Itself a Fraud,” ete. 


From the Board of Home Missions of the Presbyterian Church 
in the United States (Department of Church and Country Life) we 
have received two special reports of its Ohio Rural Life Survey: 
1. “Southeastern Ohio,” 64 pages; 2. “Country Churches of Dis- 
tinction,” 48 pages. 


The American Journal of Theology (University of Chicago 
Press), in its April issue, Vol. XVII, publishes an article by Prof. 
Faulkner, of Drew Theological Seminary, on “Luther and the 
Bigamous Marriage of Philip of Hesse,” this “godsend to the enemies 
of Luther.” Following Rockwell and Brieger, Prof. Drew’s article is 
entirely defensive of Luther, and antagonizes the exaggerated claims 
of Romanist writers, who are preparing to celebrate the quadri- 
centennial of the Reformation in their own lurid way. 


Newe Kirchliche Zeitschrift (Leipzig: Deichert), in its April 
issue completes Kuehn’s, “Das Problem der Bergpredigt,” presents 
articles by Wilke (“Neue Forschungen ‘ueber Mose und seine Zeit”) 
and Caspari (“Alttestamentliche Propheten als Sachwalter und 
Keilschriftverstaendige”), and begins Boettcher’s “Psychologie der 
maennlichen Jugend,” which is completed in the May issue. The 
latter issue also contains articles by Dunkmann (“Neukantianismus 
in der Theologie”’) and Boehmer (“Aus alten Handschriften von und 
ueber Luther’). 


Die Theologie der Gegenwart (from the same publisher), 
Vol. VIII, 3. contains Prof. Sellin’s review of the latest publications 
in Old Testament theology. D. 
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